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AN A N SW E R, 

To Mr. Tavlon- s Further Defence of the Common 
Rights of Chriſtians, 

By the ſame AuTHoR, 
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A. ANSWER 7 ibe RM ARES, Cc. 


HE Author of the Remarks, if I may be al- 
low'd to call him an Author, mentions ſome 
| things, which, he ſays, are a juſt Ground of 
W Complaint againſt my Performance, One is, that I 
expect an implicit Aſſent to a Set of Phraſes, in which 
II expreſs my main Scheme; but in what Part of the 
Performance I do this, he leaves to the Reader to 
gueſs: for my part I know not where I have done ſo 
and before he can expect an implicit Aſſent to his Aſ- 
ſertion on his bare Word, he muſt eſtabliſh a better 

Reputation of ſpeaking the Truth, than he and the 
Creſt of his Arian Brethren have hitherto attained. 


important Argument, I am upon, in a different way 


lgion, which is another Falſhood ; what I ſay is p. 2. 
that every Attempt to deſtroy the Doctrine of the holy 
Trinity, is a ſapping the Foundations of Chriſtianity ; 
which. 'm- perſuaded every true Chriſtian will allow. 

He alſo ſays, I repreſent theſe as Perſons, whoſe 
Reaſon, is perverted, their Underſtanding debauched, 
Oc. Falſe) again. What I aſſert, p. 302, is, that a 


Man, whoſe Reaſon. 19 ſo far perverted, and Under- 


1 


ſtanding ſo far debauched, that he is proof againſt the 
dyer-powering Evidence of the ſupreme Pei or 
Chriſt,” diſcovering it ſelf in his preſerving all things, 
has nothing to hinder. him to reject the Evidence. 85 


3 P 


- 


in being: Which is very far from ſaying, that they, 
Who explain the N Argument, I'm upon, in 
. B e 


He alſo fays, I repreſent thoſe, who explain the 
from my ſelf, as ſapping the very Foundations of Re- 


lame Topic, that things are preſerved, and coptinued 
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a different way from me, are perverted in their Un. =” 
1 je debauched in their Reaſon for Per. --j 10 5 
ſons may have different ways of explainin ; that Doe. 7 
e, I 
does this Author ſet out in his firſt Page with three E -: 
Falſhoods in his mouth; a poor Preſage of what is v Frethre 
be expected from him in the reſt of the Performance, Fe int 
Another thing, he ſays, complained of is, that! ; 1 
repreſent the Doctrine of thoſe, whom I oppoſe, u Man's ! 
| Arianiſm, while they diſclaim all Regard to Arius, and WW com 
hold none of his peculiar Doctrines. Here he com. _ this 
mits a very great Blunder; for I oppoſe Arians, » em in 
far as they are Arians, and if any Perſon renouncs 4 ing an 
the peculiar Doctrines of Arius, ſo far I have nothing Tee with 
to do with him. But I not only im Ny Sermons 5 fter all 
pole Arians, but alſo the Semi-Ariaus and Socinians » and Woh an 
all Anti-Trinitarians in whatever ſhape. And before Wi ef 
I have done with this Author, I ſhall ſhew, that hei Fichful! 
particular is an Arian in the ſtricteſt ſenſe. And as w % Ma 
his Infinuation, that cell that Arianiſm, which is nn Bf Me 
ſo, he ought to have pointed at ſome particular Pa. 8 
ſage in my Sermons, where J have done this: but ſince "ons 
he has not, nor can do ſo, this will be looked upon W., or 
by every impartial Perſon, as injurious and wy ert it w 
And indeed he has forfeited his Character too far in the gs 
Falſhoods, J have detected in his firſt Page, to expect, Wi ons. 
that any Perſon of Candour ſhould depend on his 12 EW 
Aſſertion. He alſo ſays, I appear ſometimes as a J. "> 
heiſt, ſometimes as a Sabellian, and that one of _ quired: 
I muſt be. But as he fatisfies himſelf with a mere 17 3 
ſertion of this, without attempting the leaſt P roof 0 the Me 
it, I ſhall content my ſelf with calling this mere 8 e Law, 
lumny, appealing to my Sermons, and the Judgmen ve, th: 
of Mankind, whether it can juſtly be reckoned of uch a LI. 
thing elſe. 2 E ſtent wi 
; Pater. nother thing he complains of is, op [ ves excn} 
repreſent ſome of my Proteſtant Brethren injuriou 0 ber Oh 
when I ſay, that ſome who call themſelves Proteſtan 4 trafic 
hold this prevailing Error, big with all anf at is, he we 

Errors, which 1 repreſent in theſe Words, ( vir.) py ' 


* 


, Men believe what they will, provided they be finceres. 
Wd not conſcious of the Truth of the contrary of what 
Whey profeſs to believe, tho' what they believe ſhould be ne- 
er /o contrary to what is revealed, either by natural, or 
Vpernatural Revelation, yet they do not contraft any 


Wilt thereby. The Injury done thoſe, whom he calls 
Wrethren, according to him, lies in this, that I do not 
ke into their Caſe a faithful Enquiry, and Examina- 
ion, and a ſincere Uſe of the beſt Means within a 
an's Reach td inform himſelf : but I think this is ful- 
Wy comprehended in SinceriITY, Yet notwithſtand- 
Ig this is taken into their Caſe, and let us ſuppoſe 
b em indeed fo far fincere, and fo far faithful in enqui- 
Wing and examining, and uſing the beſt Means, that 
Ne within their Reach to inform themſelves ; and yet, 
ter all miſtake. the Rule and Law, which they are 
nder an Obligation to obferve, and do not act in con- 
Wormity to it; in that Caſe, will that SINcERITY, that 
Waithful ENquirRy, and Examination, that Uſe of the 
We} Means within a Man's Reach, which is conſiſtent 
With the want of a Conformity to a Law and Rule, the 
Man lies under an Obligation to obſerve and live unto, 
ſay, will this excuſe his not conforming to ſuch a 
w, or Rule, and take away the Guilt of it? I aſ- 
fert it will not: and I hope, I have alſo proved it, 
rom Page 13 to Page 20th of the Preface to. my Ser- 
nons, Nor does the Author of the Remarks offer one 
vord to prove the contrary. Here he ſhould have 
een at ſome pains to ſhew, that after Men have faithfully 
nquired after Truth, and. uſed the beſt Means that are 
vithin their REacs, and yet miſtake the Rule, which 
the Meaſure of their Actions, or do not conform to 
e Law, which they are under an Obligation to ob- 
Ive, that in that Caſe ſuch a faithful * Enquiry, or 
uch a Uſe of the Means, within his Reach, as is con- 
ſtent with miſtaking the Rule, or not obſerving it, 
loes excuſe the Perſon, thus ſo far ſincere z and alto- 
tether takes away any Guilt, that otherwiſe might be 
tracted: without, ſuch a SINCERITY : If he had done 
ws, he would have ſpoke * the purpoſe; but it _ 
oF „ us 


(4) 


his Tutors ſuggeſted nothing of this kind to him, ate 
and were themſelves at a loſs in the Caſes and there. Milfhave 


fore we are not to expect any ſuch thing from him, 

But tho* they could not help him out here, yet, 
I think, they might have ſaved him from falling 
into that Blunder, he commits in the End of this 


7th Page; where he ſuppoſes, that à Perſon's ng ; 


conforming to the Law, to which he-is ſubject, (for 


that is the true State of the preſent Controverſy) who 


has uſed the beſt Means in his power for his Infor. 
mation, may be juſtify*d as innocent and free of Guilt 
tho? he does not conform to the Law, to which he 
ſubject, upon the ſame foot that a Perſon may be juſti 
fy'd, who differs from the Sentiments of any private 
Perſon, or diſſents from the Articles of the Faith of: 
national Church, eſtabliſhed by Law. Now to lead 
this poor Creature out of this Labyrinth he has invol- 
ved himſelf in, and that I may diſpel that Miſt and 
Cloud of Duſt, he has raiſed about him here, I hal 
ſhew the great Diſparity of theſe two Cafes; and ſo 
he will be able to fee, where he is, and upon wht 
uncertain Ground he ſtands, As to the laſt of thele 
"Caſes, (viz.) a Perſon, who differs in Sentiment from 
an eſtabliſhed Church, or a Church not eſtabliſhed by 
Law, or from any private Perſon, may be juſtly vin- 
dicated upon the foot of private Judgment; becauſe 
every Perſon has a right to private Judgment exc|u- 
five of any Society, whether eſtabliſhed, or not eſta- 
bliſhed by Law, or of any particular Perſon ; becauk 
none of theſe: have a right to oblige any Perſon to: 
Conformity to their Sentiments farther, than they can 
make it evident, that their Sentiments and the divine 
Law are the ſame; for otherwiſe their Authority i 
void and null. And even when they do make it evi 
dent, that their Sentiments, or Decrees, are conform 
to the divine Law, *tis this Agreeableneſs to the d: 
vine Law, upon which the Obligation to conform 0 
it, as a Rule of Life, or Sentiment, is founded; and 
not the Authority of any religious Society, or thei 
Rulers: far leſs the Authority of any particular 15 
35 9 wh. : 4 


Page 
Preface. 


(5) 
Wave 2 miniſterial Authority to call Perſons to a Con- 


ment; but have no Authority to malce, or eſta- 
rliſn any Law, or Rule either of Life or Sentiment, 
Wwhich is not made to their hand by the Lord Jeſus 
chriſt, the Head and only King of his Church. But 
chere is a great Difference in the other Caſe, (uix. 
ben a Perſon does not conform to the divine Law as a 
Nale of Life or Sentiment; his Right of private Judg- 
uilt, ment does not at all exclude the Authority of this; but 

De is bound in the ſtricteſt manner to conform his pri- 
rate Judgment to it; and his Non- conformity to the 
vate divine Law or Rule, to which he is ſubject, infers in- 


In the Uſe of Means of Information. Tis true the 
more unfaithful the higher is the Guilt. aggravated; 
but wherever there is a Tranſgreſſion of, or a want of 


boond to conform, infinite Guilt is contracted: for the 
Guilt takes its riſe from the want of Conformity to, 
or Tranſgreſſion of the Law of God; and *tis the 
Aggravations of the Guilt only, that are meaſured 
by, and take their Riſe from ſuch a Circumftance, as 
the neglect of the due uſe of Means of Information 
_— a Man's Power and Reach, and not the Guilt 


| Preface, and with reſpect to my manner of conducting 
my Argument in general, againſt-which there lie ve- 
ty juſt Exceptions; but which however he induſtri- 


tirely to gueſs. And I flatter my ſelf it is much eaſier 
lor one to hit upon the Reaſon, why he ſo induſtri- 
oully paſſes by theſe Exceptions, than it is for him to 
mention them. And when he or his Tutors are able 
to pitch on theſe juſt Exceptions, I hope, I ſhall be 
provided ſufficiently to anſwer them. 

He tells us farther in this 8th Page, that my aſſert- 


—— — ww —— 


ſequence 


Wormity to the divine Law as a Rule of Life or Sen- 


finite Guilt, however faithful or unfaithful he has been 


Conformity to the divine Law, to which a Perſon is 


Page sch, he tells us, there are other things in my 


= paſſes by. But what theſe are, we are left en- 


n that the Doctrine of the Trinity is of that Con- 
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ſequence in the-Chriſtian Scheme, and ſo cloſely con. . . 
Wnanner 


nected with the moſt eſſential and neceſſary Princi 7 
of our holy Religion, and they have all fach a he ado 
lute Dependence upon it, that every Attempt to de. te 4 P 
ſtroy it is a Home- ſtroke at reveal'd Religion, and a Ferſon 
ſapping the very Foundations of Chriſtianity I fa, ay, b 
that my aſſerting this in the Senſe, in which I explain ach ir 
it, is the very thing in debate; and therefore, accor. iſ N 
ding to him, in that view it is a ſhametul begging brit; 
the . But here he diſcovers his Ignorance of leved | 
what Logicians call begging the Queſtion; which does hrift ; 
not conſiſt in laying down a Theſis, which is afterward nite dc 
to be proved by Arguments; which is all I do here: . fa 
but it lies in proving the Theſis laid down by an Ar. 1 briſtia 
gument, that is only a mere Aſſertion of the Theis i wire 
over again, and. carries no other Evidence along with a Fer 
it for its Proof. And unleſs the Author of the Remarks f Tor 
can Prove that. ſome of my Arguments for proof of pe Ch 
this Theſis have this Defect, as he has not attempt ene 
to do, he imputes a begging the Queſtion to me with- wy Fe 
out any Foundation; and diſcovers ſuch a ſtrong In. n 
clination to find Faults in my Performance, as both, Wl dae 
hurries him into the greateſt Blunders himſelf, ſand at the A 
ſame time betrays the want of that Candor and Charity rue Ser 
in him; which thoſe of his Party would fain pretend EuuarJ 
a value for. But their Actions in a multitude of b . 
ſtances, both when God and Men call for the EX. 1 7 
erciſe of that valuable Grace, .ſhew, that E hat © twill © 
vain and empty Pretence. 6114 1 1 obt 
Page 9th, he finds fault with my repreſenting thoſe y wal 
as Enemies to Religion, and Adverſaries to the Truth, Ten ti 
who oppole the Orthodox, or Athanaſian Scheme; and Abi | 
blames thoſe, who have excluded them from their 05 ; F 
+ Chriſtian Communion. But after his uſual manner, noſe of 
he does not offer one word of an Argument, why they i ng 
| ought not to reject ſuch, as not being Chriſtians, who Werl 
do not believe in Chriſt as EM MANUEL, the true ſu⸗ ck of 
preme God in our Nature: theſe two Natures, the 1 — 
Nature of the true ſupreme God, ſubſiſting after th 12 

7 1 O mam 


deph Ra 


1 
* 


: manner as it does in the Lage, the ſecond Perſon of 
Ehe adorable Trinity: and the Nature of Man, taken 


MY perſonal Union therewith, are ſo eſſential to the 
de. Wperſon of Chriſt, that, if either of them are taken a- 
da $ ays his Perſon is deſtroyed 3 and where there is a 
ay, be Faith in any Perſon as Mediator. who has not both 
ain Whcſe Natures, ſuch a Faith does not terminate on 


or- MCbriſt; I- mean the true Chriſt in that Caſe is not be- 
lng k ieved in, but only ſome other fictitious and falſe 
of Mnriſt; that differs as widely from the true Chriſt as 
loes f nite does from infinite: ſuch therefore, who deny the 


Wrue fupreme Deity of Chriſt, are juſtly excluded 
Whriſtian Communion, as. not being Followers of 


Wn 2 Perſon, whom they falſely call Chrift, that dif- 


vit ers from him in things eſſential to the Perſon of the 
am we Chriſt: and therefore they are juſtly deemed Fol- 


ped bey are juſtly reckoned not to be Chriſtians by' the 
vit. Pentence of Excommunication ®, © | - 


s Page 10th, our Remarker tells us, that he * thoſe 
pf his way believe, that that which they take to be the 
rue Scripture- Doctrine of the Trinity, meaning the 


arity Contrary of the Athanafi an or Orthodox Scheme, will 
tend Wurvive the Efforts of its Enemies, and maintain its 
* Place as an eſſential Article of Faith; and they hope 


Wt will continue to the end of time, whttever Chriſtia- 
ty obtains in any tolerable meaſure of Purity, and 
ey with it may do ſo. ' Now if this Remarker takes 


im; How he can fatisfy his Conſcience, in owning 
hoſe of his Congregation for Chriſtians, and commu- 


nner, cating with them as ſuch, who do not maintain and 
they Wrofeſs t their Belief of this eſſential Doctrine, and Ar- 
who Nicle of F. aith, as he believes it to be 5 VIZ. That in the 
i ſu· Wi nity of the- divine Eſſence there is not a Trinity of 
* Wine Perſons, and that the Lord' "Jeſus Chriſt 1 is not 


the 


1e my Prefatory Diſcourſe to the True Narrative 7 the Cafe of 
85 Rawſon, Page 17. 


briſt, (viz. ) the true Chriſt, becauſe they believe 


Wowers of another Perſon than Chriſt ; that is to ſay, 


<pon'him the Character of a Miniſter of Chriſt, as it 
$ reported he does, I would put this one Queſtion. to 
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true and ſupreme God of the ſame Subſtance wit upport 


ious an 
inſt ti 
: nity '( 
hing m 
ic Aut! 
octrin 
7 ained; 
I ſhew, 
ind 
? he Tex 
f all tl 
8 i | Wain t! 
4% apace in the Chriſtian World; which times dir is r 


the 


the Father; w 


Darkneſs according to him were, when Orthodoy 
prevailed: in the Chriſtian World univerſally over 4 
Tianiſm.: Tis theſe Arian Hereſies he muſt mean, thu 
have had a remarkable RzvivaL in theſe times of 
more free; and generous Enquiry; ſo he calls thi 
times of Error, Libertiniſm, and Herefy, we live he auth 
In fine, it is theſe Errors and Hereſies he and his Af St. 5 
ſociates hope ſo earneſtly will continue to the end angua 
time, and that they wiſh ſo heartily they may. I lege, 1 
this inconſiſtent Man to extricate himſelf out of tho {cc th 
and give a ſatisfactory Account of it to the Wald ed to r 
how he comes to acknowledge thoſe for Chriſtin f Arg 
whom he confefles to be ſuch as deny an eſſential ant Re 
ticle of the Chriſtian Faith, as: all thoſe called the. Page 
thodox, according, to him, muft boo. Copy o 
Page 11th, he challenges me to ſhew, what Fart i conce 
ſacred Scripture my Adverſaries have vitiated ; Avid 
where and when they have denied the Authority of 
Texts, in which the Doctrine of the Trinity is pla 
and clearly contained. But ſince he has the hard 
v 


ed the 
Wonſequi 
W:nuine 
Worrupt 
oon, pi 


* The 


oma, A 


Courage to give 4 Challenge, without ſigning, it, 1 0" order t 
not think, Fhould falfer in my Reputation and 7 ew 
 NOUTr, tho? I ſhould not anſwer it. But, if this Ja verſe is: 
tleman did not want either the Eyes, or the Conſciau 101 
of an impartial Remarker, he would ſee, that I d 2 
Socrates, the Greek Hiſtorian, as à proper Exide ,,,,; 


AT ſuppot Authorita 


(9) 


wit 5 upporting what I ſay, when J aſſert, that the auda- 
nity WS: ous and virulent Malice of the Anti-Trinitarians, a- 
ora ainſt this Doctrine of the Trinity of Perſons in the 
t bs WW nity of the divine Eſſence, diſcovers it ſelf in no- 
| my hing more, than in vitiating and denying the authen- 
lien ic Authority of thoſe Texts of Scripture, wherein the 
they NMoctrine of the Trinity is moſt clearly and plainly con- 
f the WW: ined ;- ſee for this, Page 18. of my Sermons, where 
miez ew, that the Orthodox, according to Socrates, com- 
es of W12in'd againſt the Arians for corrupting and vitiating 


al 
ges d 
ne 0 
nes of 
odoy 
7er I 
1, thit 
8 Of 1 
the 
Ive in. 
us A. 
end d 


e Text of St. John's Epiſtles: Which, as I ſaid p. 19. 
f all the Portions of divine Revelation make moſt a- 
W-ioft them, and where the Doctrine of Chriſt's Divi- 
Wicy is moſt plainly revealed. Now, if they corrup- 
ed the Text of John's Epiſtles, then they muſt of 
Wonſequence diſown the authentic Authority of theſe 
W:nuine Texts, in whoſe place they ſubſtituted their 
Worrupt Vitiations. So that Socrates, to a Demonſtra- 
oon, proves that the Arians both vitiated and denied 
Whe authentic Authority of ſome Paſſages of the Text 
f St. John's Epiſtles *. As to the ſcurriious abuſive 
anguage, he throws out upon me in the reſt of this 


Le age, I ſhall take no notice of it farther, than to ſmile 
fta o {ee the weak Man ſo hardly put to it, that he is for- 
Wal ed to make up the miſerable Poverty, and Scarcity 
ist hf Argument he labours under, with the ſuperabun- 


lant Redundancy of his Railing. 1 
Page 12. our Remarker obliges the World with a 
opy of a Letter, ſaid to be Mr. Platis's; as far as he 


Parts d s concern'd in it, I have nothing to do with it. Si- 
u den contra viventem Tyrannum aliquid moliri viri 
7 Of af er eee 17, WS OPUS 
P * There is an Inſtance of this in the very next Verſe (Sth.) 


Wonas Aquinas, in Expoſitione ſecundæ, &c. tells us, that Joachim, 


it, 1088” order to deſtroy, the Senſe of the 7th Verſe, whereby, the Unity 
nd H- of the Eſſence in the three divine Perſons is aſſerted, alledges a cor- 

we Tupt Reading in the 8th Verſe, to prove, that the Unity in the 7th 
his UOBEVerſe is a Unity of Conſent,” and not a Unity of Eſſence, Nan jab- 
nſ{cit tur ibidem, & tres ſunt, qui teſtimonium dant in terra, ſcilicet Spi- 
it 1 cl tus, Aqua & Sanguis; if in guibuſdamlibris additur, ET Hl TRE 


UNUM SUNT, Sed hoc in wveris Exemplaribus non habetur, fed dicitur 
eſſe appofitum ab hareticis Arianis, ad peryertenaum Intellettin Janine 
dutboritatis pramiſſe, de Unitaie Efſenti@ trium Perſmarun. 


par 


TY 1 
opus cen ſeo: functum vero Fato laceſſere, cujuſvis. Bu . 
ſince this Remarker takes it under his Protection, ai: 
tells us, that what it contains ſeems agreeable to Tru 
I ſhall ſhew, that every Sentence in it, not one except : 
is contrary to Truth. The firſt Sentence is this, thy 
have not been able to fhew,' that any of the ancient In 
ons ever tranſlated this Verſs. The Falſhood of tl, 
is abundantly plain from the 5th Page of the Sermon, 2 
and the 14, 15, 16, and 17 Pages of the Letters, wier 
I ſhew, that this Text was cited by Tertullian, M 
Cyprian, and conſequently muſt have been in the oi 
Italic Verſion, which was uſed by them, and wiess this 
was made in the beginning of Chriſtianity 3 this au cant 
Remarker ought to have taken notice of. Fulgentiusall, uu 
ſee Page 75th of the Letters, cites this Text, and Ca. Fc 
dorus refers to it, and they all uſed this ancient Verſo le it is 
The Armenian Verſion, which is above a thouſadiſent Co 
Years old, alſo has this Text. It muſt then be a con- Wrote up 
derable Impudence, or very groſs Ignorance in His add 
Remarker to ſay, that it ſeems agreeable to Tru t C 
that I have not been able to ſhew, that any of the u-. 197 
cient Verſions ever tranſlated this Text in the firſt W's is ſo 


hundred Years : or that the Latin Fathers, who me- 't 3 ſe 
tioned it, did it any otherwiſe, than as a myſtical l. Hue thi: 
terpretation of what is now the eighth Verſe. It s oſt of 
ſo falſe, what is farther added, that [have not ſbeu t. 
that theſe Latin Fathers, who mentioned this Verſe, ii Creek 4 
it any otherwiſe, than as a myſtical Interprqtation f® 00d 
what is now the 8th Verſe : This will appear from uu e firſt 
I fay, p. 17, 18, of the Letters, where I ſhew large er was 
that neither Tertullian, nor Cyprian, could have the 4/ca; 
myſtical Senſe in their view in citing this Verſe; auen, tho 
that that myſtical Senſe was not known till an hunden Tear 
and fifty Years after they had cited it, as a part of te Hens © 
| ſacred Canon. The next Sentence is this, 4 Verſe, ſi Y led 
he, which he has not been able to ſhew, that any of pts hy 
ancient Commentators, .whether Greek or Latin, orrectec 
ꝛorote upon this Epiſtle, ever expounded, The Fal ſhoodintient C 
of this will not only appear from the Author of tie his th 
Synopſis of Scripture, who ſays in his Summary of by cred C 
| I 


Bt Fi; Epiſtle of b Fohn, 75 EVOT1TO de 1 vis rede roy TATE 8 - 
Ws; which is plainly a Commentary on this Verſe, 
Crus A which only this Sa MEN ESS of the Father with the 
epted n, is expreſſly mentioned in all this Epiſtle. But I 
„ iy, not to inſiſt on this, there is a Work of Caſſſo- 
it , lately publiſhed in Italy, from a Manuſcript a- 
of me a thouſand Years old, which contains brief Re- 
mom ctions on ſeveral Books of the New Teſtament: 
wher When this Author comes to make his Reflections on 
„ mis firſt Chapter of John's firſt Epiſtle, after he had 
he H mmented on ſome other Verſes therein, he expreſly 
which es this Paraphraſe on this Text, In cœlo autem, (viz. 
is dur fecantur) Pater & Filius & Spiritus Sanctus, & hi 
ala Ns % Deus; Caſſodori Complectiones, p. 125. 
Ce, Flor. From which it abundantly appears, how 
eſo, lſe it is, what is here aſſerted; that none of the an- 
oulan ent Commentators, whether Greet or Latin, who 
conf. rote upon this Epiſtle, ever expounded this Verſe. 
in te is added farther in the Letter, à Verſe, which the 
Trut, ent Greek Manuſcripts unanimouſly diſclaim, as do 
he an % 19 of the ancient Latin ones. The Falſhood of 
irſt us is ſo notorious, that I need not inſiſt on the Proof 
mer fit; ſeeing both the Berlin and Dublin Manuſcripts 
cal l. e this Verſe: And it is as notoriouſly falſe, that 
t bot of the antient Latin Manuſcripts diſclaim this 
ſeu, ext. Again, ſays he, a Verſe, which the firſt printed 
/e, dreck and German Editions left out. This is alfo a 
tion fe hood, tho? perhaps not ſo notorious as the reſt; for 
n what e firſt Greet Impreſſion of the New Teſtament, that 
arge er was printed, had this Verſe 3 which was that in 
ve tie Alcala Polyglott, printed fifteen hundred and four- 
> aden, tho? the whole Work was not publiſhed till about 
unden Tears after. And tho? Eraſmus publiſhed two E- 
of te ons of the New Teſtament without this Verſe, be- 
ſe, fs led into that Miſtake by ſome incorrect Manu- 
F pts he had ſeen; yet upon better Information he 
1, u errected his Miſtake, depending on the Credit of an 
1 ſhood "tient Greek Manuſcript, then extant in Britain; and 
of the bis third Edition inſerted this Text as a part of the 
of tired Canon. And whereas ſome Engliſh Editions 
fut — hs:S have 
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. a 
have chis Text printed in a different Character, that i 


oer, it 


no Impeachment of its Authority; but rather ſheys Wis Eye 
the Importance of the Text, and the peculiar Regard MiWicion: x 
that ought to be paid to it, on account of the weighty ert, v 


and'- momentous Matter it contains; as the Won 
LoRD is frequently printed in a different Characte 
in Engliſb Editions, eſpecially, when the Original i 
Jebovab; not becauſe it is not authentic, or not in th 
Original; but becauſe of the Importance of the Word, 
Or rather, as the Publiſhers of the ancient/ Engliſp E. 
ditions inform us themſelves, this and other Paſſagg 
in Scripture were printed in a different Character, be 
cauſe the Original is variouſly read in different Copie, 


Fient G. 
=) him. 
Fraſmu. 
— ione, 8 
Jeonvenit 
Fannicus 
Wot ris * 
im e— 
It wi 


without the leaſt Inſinuation, that they ſuſpected the Ho any 
Authority of theſe Portions of Scripture, tho? printed Wed to 
in a different Character. Laſtly, ſays he, a Verſe, Wreck N 


« which the Editors of thoſe Greek Copies, which hat Ls 


© now have it in them, have not made it appear, tht ing, v 
& they ever had any Greek Manuſcripts by then, han ſey 
„ which would juſtify ſuch an Addition.” The Fa. ar'd t! 
hood of this appears from what has been already (aid, nd, . 
that Eraſmus, who put in this Verſe into his third Ed. n his 


tion, did it from the Authority of a Greek Manuſcript, Wo; a 


then in Britain; which was different from the Man MW ween t! 
{cript in Dublin, becauſe they read the Verſe differently, Wy of hi 
The Falſhood of it will farther appear, from what E. Nerſe v 
raſinus teſtifies concerning thoſe, who publiſhed Hat ſor 
Spaniſh Edition at Alcala des Henares, which has tuen, 


erſe i 
ow ſo 
y him, 
Notes. 

neſe P 
be read 
alent t 
ply un 
Part of 
Years a 
Ritual, 
Iceing 1 


Text, that they inſerted this Text upon the Authority 
of a Manuſcript ſent from the Vatican“. And tha 
Eraſmus was not miſtaken in this, ſeems more thun 
probable, ſince, as he alſo teſtifies, thoſe, who pub. 
liſhed that Work, had an expreſs Command from Pop: 
Leo X. not to vary from that Vatican Manuſcript ; and 
conſequently, ſince they inſerted this Text in their I- 
dition, it muſt have been in that Manuſcript ; other 
wiſe they would have ſo far varied from it, as to add 
an entire Verſe, that was not to be found in it. Mort 

OE ted over, 


Exemplar ex cadem, ni fallor, Bibliotbera (il. Vaticana) pf 
lum ſecuti ſunt Hiſpani. Eraſm. in loc. | 


(13) 
hat er, it may appear to any Perſon, that will not ſnut 
hew is Eyes on purpoſe,” that he may not ſee, that the E- 
-oard tion publiſhed by Rob. Stephens, which alſo has this 
iohty WT ext, was ſupported with the Authority of ſeveral an- 
Nord ient Greek Manuſcripts, which that learned Man had 
ade: Wy him, as Beza teſtifies. Hunc verſum, ſays he, legit 
"al s i raſmus in Britanno codice, & extat in Complutenſi edi- 
in the ine, & in nonnullis Stephani veteribus libris. Non 
Vord: „ venit tamen in omnibus inter iſtos codices; nam Bri- 
% E. annicus legit fine articulis rarhe, Moyes, M we, in 
ſſage N eeris vero leguntur articuli; & præterea etiam ad- 
r, be um erat Sancti Epilheton Spiritui. Beza in loc. 
opic, It will alſo not a little contribute to give ſatisfact ion 
d the o any impartial Inquirer, that this Verſe was not ad- 
rintel Ned to the Canon; but hath Authority enough from 
Verte, Wreck Manuſcripts that it is genuine: if we conſider, 
which hat Lorenzo Valla, a Roman Nobleman of great Lear- 
r, that ing, who lived in the fourteenth Century, had no leſs 
them, han ſeven Greet Manuſcripts by him, when he com- 
> Fall ar'd the vulgar Latin Verſion with the original Greet; 
y (aid, d, with great Accuracy and Exactneſs, he marked 
Ed. n his Notes the moſt minute Difference between the 
ſcript, '; and yet he takes no notice of any Difference be- 
ween the vulgar Verſion, which has this Text, and a- 
Wy of his Greek Manuſcripts : ſo that it ſeems plain, this 
Nerſe was in them alſo; eſpecially, if we conſider, 
hat ſome of his Manuſcripts had this firſt Epiſtle of 
ohn, and conſequently they muſt have had alſo this 
chority WV erſe in them; otherwiſe it is hard to account for it, 
1d that ] fo remarkable a Difference could well be omitted 
e than Py him, without making an Obſervation upon it in his 
o pub Notes. The Service-Book Apoſtolus, which contains 
n Pop: cle Portions of the apoſtolical Epiſtles, appointed to 
t; ade read in the Greek Church, which, if it is not equi- 
heir E- alent to a Manuſcript, yet it is a ſatisfying Proof to 
other ny unbiaſed Perſon, that this Text was reckoned a 
to al art of the ſacred Canon by the Church, a thouſand 
Mor- cars ago, and above, ſeeing this very Text is in that 
oven itual, appointed to be read on Trinity. Sunday; and 
na) feng ſome of the Copies of that Ritual are above a 
"Th thouſand 


- 
thouſand Years old. The Muſcovite Church, which 
is a Branch of the Greek, has alſo always had this 
Text in their Verſion; and it is read at the ſame time, 
as the Greek Church reads it in their Service. Thug 
we ſee, how far this Letter is agreeable to, Truth, and 
that every Sentence it contains is a Falſhood. 

No more remains therefore with reſpect to it, but 
that I account for it, why I did not inſert it among the deſirin 
other Letters, wrote to me by Mr. Platts. And the better 


Reaſon in ſhort is, that that Letter was never ſent to MiWdrefſec 
me, during Mr. Plalts's Life: It was a conſiderable gain; 
time after his Death, before it was brought to me; me fro 
and I thought, I could not with Honour write againſt could 
a Perfon, after he was dead, by anſwering, it; and refuſin 
therefore thought fit neither to publiſh ir, nor any An- Wiſcſpecia 


ſwer to it. Nor had I at this time taken any notice of the Le 
it, but ſuffered the Aſhes of the deceaſed Mr. Platts to was 0 
lie quietly and reſt in their Tomb, if the Author of be pre 
the Remarks had not ſtirr'd in them, and made the ſhould 
Letter his own; and as his it is, I anſwer it: And! ſon, © 
can hardly think, that the Remarker is ſo quite a Stran» Vas to | 

ger to this Reaſon of my not publiſhing this Letter, Letter 

he pretends. DES even o 

But I have ſomething farther on this Affair to offer gain 


to the Reader, who perhaps will be curious to know WM Havir 
how this Letter came to be kept ſo long from me; ¶refus'e 
and then what moved the Arians to help me to it, a- af thr 
ter Mr. Platits's Death, and ſo long after it had been dead, 
deſign'd for me, even the ſpace of two or three Months; rian: | 
for ſo long was it after the Date of the Letter, before of his 


I received it. And in order to know the true Spring when 
of this Letter's being delivered to me at all, it will be plicati 
neceſſary to inform the Reader, that upon Mr. Platts and v 
Death there was a flagrant Report ſpread thro? this ter of 
Town, that Mr. Platts had renounced the Arian He Lette 
reſy on his Death-bed; and that he had wrote a Let- very e 
ter of Recantation to me, but ſome of his Aria! that h 
Friends, that were about him, had burnt it. What The E 
Truth was in this Report, I do not at all pretend to me, t 
know; the Author of theſe Remarks knows beſt, * | Wag, | 
| er | 


( 15) 


her he was the Perſon that burnt that Letter, if any 


this ſuch there was, or not. But whatever be in this, 
me, chere is one thing certain, that there was a Letter ad- 
'hus Jrefſed to me from Mr, Platts, which the Arians in 


this Place had in their hands: And having had cer- 
ain Information of this, I ſent to the Perſon once and 
again, in whoſe Cuſtody, I underſtood, it was lodged, 
Wdchring that he would be ſo kind as to ſend me the 


the letter from Mr. Platts that he had, which was ad- 
t to c reſſed to me. But this he refuſed to do again and a- 
able gain; but own'd, that he had a Letter addreſſed to 
me; me from Mr. Platts: and if he had not own'd it, 1 
Unſt could have prov'd it. Ang I muſt own, that Perſon's 
and refuſing to ſend me a Letter, that was addreſſed to me, 


eſpecially conſidering his Character, in whoſe hands 


ce of the Letter was, made me a little ſuſpicious, that there 
tsto was ſomething in it, that, the Arians thought, would 
r of be prejudicial to their Intereſt, if the Contents of it 
the WW ſhould be known. And I did not know, but a Per- 


ſon, or Party, that could be guilty of ſo vile a thing, 
as to keep in their hands ſo violently and unjuſtly, a 


r, 4 Letter addreſſed to another Perſon, might be guilty 
even of burning it, if they thought it was neceſſary to 
offer gain the ſame ends they propoſed in keeping it up. 
toy Having ſent twice for that Letter, and being as often 
me; refus'd, the Matter reſted, - think, about the: ſpace 
, al- of three or four Weeks: When Mr. Platts was now 
been dead, and the Rumour of his having recanted the H. 
ths; ian Hereſy being much talked of, and particularly 
efore of his having wrote a Letter of Recantation to me, 
ring when all of a ſudden, without my making any Ap- 
ll be plication to him, the Perſon, I had ſent to ſo often, 
atts's ud who had fo often refuſed to let me have that Let- 
this ter of mine, he had in his hands, of himſelf brings this 
He- Letter; a part of which the Remarker has tranſcribed 
Let- very exactly indeedi: which to me makes it appear, 
Ari that he is not alrogFher unacquainted with this Affair, 
What The Perſon, who brought it, on delivering of it, told 
nd to me, that the Reaſon, why he help'd me to it now, 
= | as, left I ſhould think, it contain'd ſomething, that 
4 5 
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2 (16) = 
it did not contain. The Meaning of which I took wif 
be, left I ſhould think, that it was the Letter of Re 
-cantation of the Arian Hereſy, wrote by Mr. Pla; 
which was commonly reported to have been wrote | 
him to me. I put the Queſtion to him alſo, why li 
did not ſend the Letter to me, when T ſent ſo often wil 
him for the Letter he had of mine before Mr. Pla: 
Death. His Anſwer was, that he had expreſs Order 

from Mr. Platts not to ſend it to me. From wheneMili 
I had Reaſon to look upon that Letter, which he del. 
vered to me, not as a Letter from Mr, Platts to me i 


ſincè IT had not received it before his Death, as a Le ſt his 
ter from him; but on the contrary, he had given O chorit 
ders not to deliver it to me. Now if I had printed cnga: 
| Letter of a Perſon's after his Death, a Letter, wid ion; 1 
he had ordered to be ſuppreſſed, and not to be dit a Pe 
vered to the Perſon to whom it was addreſſed, in the , or | 
Circumſtances the Remarker would not have fail, theſe c 
notwithſtanding the great Concern, he would arte 
People believe, he has for the ſupport of my Repr. Em 
tion, to have told me of it; and would doubtleſs h Anſy 
improved it againſt me, if IJ had given ſuch a hand r prov 
to him. From the whole it appears to any impaii t ſom 
Perſon, that, if this Letter was ſuppreſſed, it was d inde! 
ing to Mr. Platts, who ordered it not to be ſent Hall exa 
me; or to the Arians, who had it in their cuſtolFtcrmin 
and never delivered it to me, till after Mr. Pa that ] 
Death. The Letters, I printed, were all the Lettie s! 
that paſt between Mr. Platts and me, during his L It fee: 
And as for any other Letters, pretended to be his, wu his Li 
T had not an opportunity to anſwer in his Life- tim Auth. 
and which were not delivered to me, till after Ha dub 
Death, and which, I was told, were appointed by ' it to-; 

\ Perſon, that wrote them, not to be delivered to me, learne 
' ſhould have been highly to blame, if T had printedahif tho? r 
ſuch Letters, as this Author is highly to blame, i for ar 
charging me ſo unjuſtly with ſüppreſſing this Leni the F 
J ſhould be glad to ſee the Remarker capable to v om th 
dicate himſelf as fully from being the Perſon, that fi us Par: 


Preſſed the Recantation- Letter. 


Mr 
1 e 
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ook of Page £3th;/ the Author rakes notice of a marginal 


f Note in the laſt Page of my Book; where T ſay, there 
Plat; WY another Greet Manuſcript, which has this ſeventh 
ote Here in the body of the Text, in the King of Pig 
phy Es Library at Berlin. By adding this marginal Note, 
ften n ſeems t6 in ſmnuate, my Reputation ſuffers.” But 


TOW } erein, according to his laudable Cuſtom, we are left 


Orden cues. He ſays indeed, chat if 1 had been at the 
rheng ins to conſult” Mr. Emtyn's Reply to Mr. Martin's 
e di amination, I would have found, that this Manu- 
o me ipt is a downright Cheat. But here we muſt alſo 
2 If his bare Word, or at leaſt we muſt depend on the 
en O cchority of Mr. La Crone. I am indeed aſfiam'd to 
nted i engag'd with a Perſon, that reaſons after this fa- 
hien; I bluſh to ſee a Man fo: weak, as to imagine; 
Ye det a Point of this nature can be determined either by 
n the or Mr. Za Croze's Authority. Such Arguments 
fail theſe cannot fail to diſſerve his Cauſe. But as the 
d hu mar ter has thought fit to borrow nothing elſe from 
pur. Enhyn's Reply to Mr. Martin's Examination of 
{ hands Anſwer to his Diſſertation on this ſeventh Verſe, 
hand r proving this Manuſcript of Berlin to be ſpurious, 
parti t ſome Paſſages taken from Mr. La Croze's Letter, 
vas d indeed there is nothing elſe fit to be borrowed, I 
ſent Mall examine how far his Authority can juſtly go in 
uſtolEtermining this Point. And indeed I can hardly ſee 
Plau that Fairneſs and Ingenuity of Temper in Mr. La 
Letten zes Letters, that our Remarker boaſts ſo much of. 
is L It ſeems very ſtrange to me, ſays Mr. La Croze in 
„, Which his Letter; that ever our Manuſcript, a Book of no 
fe- ti Authority, ſhould be alledged in Confirmation of 


fter i 2 dubious Reading, ſince I have already diſcovered 


by it to a great many learned Men, and even to the 
» me, learned Mr. Martin himſelf, that this Manuſeript, 
edu tho? much boaſted of, and ſold by a cunning Cheat 
ame, for an ancient Book, is but a late Tranſcript from 
Leue the Pohglot of the Complutenſian Edition“ Now 
to em this Repreſentation given by Mr. La Croze in 
hat fis Faragrapfi of his Letter, one cannot fail to think, 
Mr. Martin had been in the King's Library at 
By e D Berlin, 


7 


(18) | ; 
Berlin, and that upon the ſpot Mr. La Croze had 0, 
RAM ſhewed to Mr. Martin to his Conviction, thy 
that Manuſcript was a Tranſcript of the Compluterjullf 
Edition, by an ocular Inſpection into, and a Comp, 
riſom of the two Books; all which are downright Fal. 
hoods, - Mr. Martin never ſaw the Berlin Manufcrig, | 
he was ſo far from being convinced, that it was ſpy 
rious, that he has learnedly wrote in defence of its hs 
ing genuine. And I cannot ſee, that Mr. La (m Ponce as 
could have any other end in writing to his Friend, tha, . ver 
he had: ſhewed, even 4% Mr. Martin bimſelf, that niere con 
Manuſcript was but a late Tranſcript from the Pe in M 
glot of the Complutenſian Edition, than to impoſe q then 
on the World, and to make them believe that M be con 
Martin had given up this Manuſcript as ſpurioy, the Ve 
which is a moſt notorious Falſhood; and Mr, Mari Ne Libr⸗ 
himſelf juſtly complains of this unfair Treatment, E being 
met with from Mr. La Croze, Page 117, and 121, a mom 
5 e Genuineneſs;of the Text, Cc. demo- Ned fron 
Mr. La Croze alſo tells us in that Letter, that he N 
who has ſeen. the Complutenſian Copy, has at the fame ut he ca 
time ſeen the Berlin Manuſcript. This is ſo plainly Me from 
falſe, that I could mention above twenty variou : depen 
Readings, wherein the Berlin Manuſcript differs fron Hal in E 
the Compluten/ian Edition, in that one Book of tit Hen fo 
Goſpel according to Matthew; beſides thoſe, wherein Me Auth 
it differs from it in other Parts of the New "Teſts ut had 
ment: and theſe are ſuch Inſtances too, as could not Had dor 
flow from a Miſtake of an illiterate Tranſcriber. | ing's 2 
ſhall only inſtance in one, or two, that the Reader Near to | 
may have a Specimen of the Difference between the Wine Boo 
Berlin Manuſcript, and the Complutenſian Edition; M che B. 
and that he may ſee, that the one could not be a Tran- ons, a; 
ſcript of the other, as Mr. La Croze alledges 1 Matth. N Pramin 
8. 32. the Complutenſian Edition has dri 35 &v ,, N efore h 
but the Berlin Manuſcript has ôr gde d d: and iWaſe is 
it is ſo alſo, in no leſs than five of Szephens's Manu- e ſam 
ſcriptss and in che Manuſcript of Montfortius: fo that Without 
one might rather think, that this was copied from out it, 
1 8 1% Mon! fertiu 5 7 
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'F mifortius, or Stephens's' Manuſcripts, or from one, 
Wn which theſe were copied, than from that of Com- 


* 


tum. Again, Chapter 15. 22. the Complutenſian E- 


toon has ixeavyace wry; but the Berlin Manuſcript | 


g gaben omiow Ars; fo alſo has one of Stephen's, * 


WW: Cambridge; and ſome others. From whence it is 
Wundantly plain, that Mr. La Croze's Prejudice, a- 


Winſt the Authority of this Text, has made him pro- 


Ponce againſt the Genuineneſs of this Manuſcript, up- 
a very ſuperficial Examination. And I am the 


ore confirmed in this; when I reflect upon that Paf- 


Wed from the Edition of the Bible of Cardinal Aime- 


in Mr. La Croze's Letter to a Gentleman of Ber- 
chen a Student in Divinity at Utrecht, with a view 


be communicated to Mr. Martin; in which he ſays, 


che Year——upon coming to Berlin, I went to ſee 
Library; where they ſhewed me this Manuſcript, 


being a thouſand Years old; after having examined 


a moment, I maintain'd that it was modern, and co- 


. This is alſo obſerved in the fame Letter, from 


uch the Remarkey tranſcribes the preceeding Paſſage; 
t he carefully omits this, becauſe the World would 


e from it, that Mr. La Croze's Authority is little to 


depended on in this Affair, ſince he was fo ſuperfi- 
wal in Examination. Now if Mr. La Croze had not 
en ſo ſudden in giving his Judgment, concerning 
be Authenticneſs, or Spuriouſneſs of this Manuſcript; 
Wut had examined with that Care, that Mr. Ravius 
d done, who was Keeper of this Library of the 
ing's at Berlin, he might with him have obſerved: 
ear to two hundred different Readings only in that 
e Book of the Goſpel according to Matthew, where-' 
the Berlin Manuſcript differs from the common Edi- 
lons, and the Complutenſian Bible. But a moment's 
xamination is enough, when a Man comes prejudiced, | 
efore he examines; nay, no Examination at-all in that 


ale is neceſſary. And Mr. La Croze * 
e ſame hard Sentence againſt the Dublin Manuſcript, 
ihout ſeeing it at all, or knowing any thing more a- 
out it, but that the ſhape 


D 2 to 


of the Letters, as he imagines 


(6200 
to have ſeen them, copied i in ſome Journal, or othe 
he knows not what, gives him reaſon to have the ſamy 
Opinion of this Manuſcript, that he has of that of By. 
lin. As to what Mr. La Croze ſays farther, concg. 
ning the Whitiſhneſs of the Ink, and the Newnek u 
the Parchment of this Manuſcript, whereby i it appeal 
to him to be ſo very late a Work; it is ſufficient to dg 
monſtrate the Weakneſs of this, if we conſider, that othe 
learned Men, who have ſeen this Manuſcript, can di. 
cern no ſuch thing about it. And they have a juſte 
Claim to be believed than Mr. La C on this hea, 
until it can be proved, that they were under as ſtrong 
Prejudices to biaſs them in favour of this Manuſcrip, 
as I have proved Mr..La: Croze.to be under again 
it, on account, that it contains this Text in it of th 
fifth Chapter of the firſt Epiſtle of Fob, ſeventh Vert 
If the Whitiſhneſs of the Ink, and the Newneſs of th 
Parchment were ſo very evident, as Mr. La Croxe pr: 
tends, what ſhould have hid all this from Raviu, 
Spanbeim, Hendrichius, Ti ellius, Men of equal, if nd 
ſuperior Learning, ſome of them to Mr. La Crom; 
yet none of them could ſee that in a long Courſe d 

ears, in which ſome of them perus'd; this Many 
ſcript, which Mr. La Croze:could diſcern in a mo- 
ment. But I'm apt to think, this is more owing u 
the Diſorder of his Mind thro? Prejudice, than to the 
Diſorder of his Body, or the Weakneſs of his Eyes, lt 
complains « of in his Letter; that even he ſaw this M. 
nuſcript in a Light ſo erp. different from: ocher lear- 
ned Men. 

But ous! Remarker. comes: "Gard to the Conſider 
tion of the Doctrine, built on this Text; which i. 
that in the divine Eſſencs there are three Perſons, al 
on the ſame Level of Equality in the ſame diyine Chi 
racter; l of them equally- bearing witnefs in Heaven. 
2dly, Th t notwithſtanding there is a Trinity of Per. 
ſons in, the divine Nature, yet nevertheleſs the Sub- 
ſtance is by no means thereby multiplied; but it conti 
nues {till tobe one. His Remark here iss that I @s 
the Father, the Word, «hg the e are "ay 


by t 


(21) 

Joos; and in that they are ſaid to be THREE, this ne- 
W--firily implies a Diſtinction of Perſons in the Deity: 
aud yet, ſays he, when I come to explain, what I mean 
y che word Perſons; I do not mean, that they are 
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lied to Men; but however, that it includes in it more 
han chree Names; and implies, that each, poſſeſſing 
Whe divine Eſſence after his peculiar. manner, thereby 
Wecomes a diſtinct Perſon; and that theſe Three, we 


ackward and forward. This, he fays; is as much, 
to ſay, that they are three Perſons, and diſtinct 
Werſans,:: Perſons in a proper Senſe; yet not ſtrictly 
Perſons, in tiie Senſe of the word Perſon, as it is ap- 
lied to Men; that is, ſays he, they are Perſons, and 
bey are not Perſohs; ard yet they are Perſons for all 
hat. But how does this Remarker prove, that this. 
onſequence flows from theſe Premiſes? No, he does 
Pot attempt to da that. They are miſtaken, who ex- 
ect to have a Reaſon from him for every thing he 
Ways. His Reafoning runs thus; that, tho“ the eternal 
hre are owned tobe Perſons in a proper Senſe, and 
ſtint Perſons, yet if they are not Perſons in the 
Veoſe that Men and others are Perſons, even fo as to 
wake them diſtinct Beings, and to be of A diſtinct Sub- 
ſtance, Nature, ànd Eſſence, this is no leſs, than to 
ſay, that they are not Perſons at all. The F allacy of 
Which, lies in this abſurd Suppoſition; that there can- 
Noot be a Perſon in a proper Senſe, that is not in all re- 
ſidera- | | 
ich i, 
NS, all 
e Cha- 
[eavel, 
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e Sub- 
conti 
I lay 
"erm$/ 
which 


ſelf; that no other Perſon ſhares with him in; and that 
no other Perſon is equally poſſeſs'd of with himſelf. 
This is a moſt glaring Falſhood; and yet it is that, 
which the Hriun Scheme is built upon. For we con- 
tend, that the tliree Perſons of the Trinity are proper 
diſtinct Perſons; and yet none of them have a Being 


the 


Ferſdos Hriny in that Senſe of the Word, as it is ap- 


I Perfors in a proper Senſe. This he calls talking 
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Ipects a Perſon, in the ſame ſtrict Senſe, that Men are 
Perſons; that is to ſay, which is riot a Perſon in ſuch a 
Senſe, as to have a Being or Subſtance proper to him 


and Subſtance, which is ſo peculiar to himſelf, as that 
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ded of ſome of them, according to Scripture, that can- 


9 ene P 


— ot in truth be affirmed of the two others. 2 

Be. But, ſays the Remarker, our Author himſelf, thro? 
and bis whole Performance, uſes the word, meaning the 
dif. word Pxasox, not as denoting three Names, Attri- 


bly boutes, Modes, or Relations, or the like, Very true, 
bree I own, I do ſo. But, fays he, three diſtinct intelli- 
we, gent Agents. If by this he means, as his Argument 
requires, that in any part of my Writings I uſe the 
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wot Word PzRSON, as applied to any of the ſacred Three, 
.can er that in any part of my Writings I ſpeak either of 
ure, 3 he Father, or of the Son, as he is God, or of the 
ouls. Holy Ghoſt, as being diſtin from one another in 
fince their infinite Intelligence, or in their infinite Power of 
this; Agency, it is a downright Falſhood, and an unrigh- 
Mr, teous Slander and Calumny. And I call upon this 
rnim MWameleſs Author to point out, in what Page of any of 
and, Wl! my Writings I do ſo. So far from this, that in all 
ce to ihe Performances I have publiſhed, I have been par- 
they {WſWicularly cautious on this head; and have carefully 
re up Whewed, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are one 
ition Wo theſe, as in all other eſſential Perfections. | 
f his AS Page 24th, he blames me, for abuſing Reaſon with 
eing Epithets. My Words are theſe z when carnal Reaſon, 
ction Neaſon falſely ſo called, thwarteth, and ſeemeth incon- 
ace it liſtent with what is taught us, concerning this Doctrine 
as an n Scripture z in that Caſe we ought to ſubject our 
\divi- lind, vitiated, corrupted Reaſon, which indeed is 
„and Rot Reaſon, but a Pretence to it, to divine Revela- 


rſons. 
pon; 
Sub- 
Will, 


other 


ion. Here he ſays, but why muſt that, which is 
Pod's nobleſt Gift beſtowed on Men, as being that, 
Nithout which all his other Gifts would be of no uſe 
o them, be thus: abuſed with Epithets? What! has 
The Man loſt his Senſes quite! Is carnal Reaſon, Rea- 


tin en falſely fo called, Reaſon, as far, as it is blinded, 
hem; itiated, and corrupted, which indeed is not Reaſon, 
1 ſuch Nut a Pretence to it; I ſay, is this the Gift of God, or 
liarly' P'S nobleſt Gift beſtowed on us? Is this in moſt, or at 
aſſer- l in any Caſe the Rule, or Meaſure of our Judg- 
ted nent, or Actions? Or is it not rather the Work o 
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5 (44) 3 
the Devil, a Work of the Fleſh to be renounced, ſub. iſe Prot 
dued and mortified? I readily on, that Reaſon, Wind he 
Reaſon, that deſerves the Name, Reaſon juſtly. ſo cl. Nr its S 
led, is a noble Gift of God, perhaps the nobleſt Git ls in 1 
beſtowed on Men, except the Gift of his own So, mpari 
and the Benefits accompanying him: but, however r able 
high an Opinion I have of Reaſon, I do not age Piſagree 


with what, this Author teaches; in this and the nen 
Paragraph very indiſtinctly, confounding the Faculy 
and Power of Reaſon, with the Principles of Reaſon; 
and making ſometimes the Power and Faculty the 
Meaſure and Standard of Truth; and ſometimes the 
Principles of Reaſon a Judge; which is very abſurd, 
I Qſhall therefore endeavour to ſet this Matter in! 
clear Light, and ſhew in what ſenſe Reaſon is a Judge; 
and when it is the Standard and Meaſure of judging, 
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Widence, 


Reaſon, when it is taken for the Power and Facu ons; 2 
of apprehendingy taking up, and conceiving Ideas, ich th 
and comparing them together, moſt certainly 1s that {WW ower c 
which judges, ort paſſes Sentence in the Mind, concer- Y pron 
ning the Agreement, or Diſagreement of theſe Ideas pon th 
apprehended and compared. It is this Power of th: be Mir 
reaſonable Mind, that determines, whether they ar his kin 


connected, or disjoined; and that whether theſe Idea Iording 


are ſuch, as are revealed to us by a natural, or ſuper- learnè 
natural Revelation; and whether the Mind [proceeds] rhatſpe 
in paſſing its Sentence concerning theſe Ideas, their pprehe 
Agreement, or Diſagreement upon a natural or ſuper Poul, 1 


natural Evidence. In both Caſes, I fay, it is the re iſEerning 


ſonable Mind that thus fits the Judge z apprehending, "er in 
comparing, and determining this Agreement, or Dil Mind x 


agreement, and pronouncing the Truth or Falſhood Hence ©: 
of thoſe Propoſitions ſet before it, That this may bt 
clearer, I ſhall give an Example in both - Caſes, ith 
As to the Caſe of a Propoſition naturally revealed, . 
ter the Mind has taken up, and apprehended the Sub- 
ject and Predicate of the Propofition, then it compars 
them together; and if it ſees Evidence enough, b 
comparing them immediately together, then it pro 
nounces either that they agree or diſagree; either n 
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« Propoſition is true or falſe: but if the reafonable 


alon, find has not Evidence enough to lay a Foundation 


o cal- r its Sentence by an immediate Compariſon, then it 
Git ills in the help of another more clear Idea, that by 
Sov, mparing the other two with this third, it may be bet- 
vever ble to pronounce concerning their Agreement or 
acre i hiſagreement; ſo that in this Caſe it is the reaſonable 
nen lind, chat judges and fits paſſing Sentence. But 24h), 
cult to the Caſe of a Propoſition reveal'd in a ſuperna- 
aſon; ral way, after the Mind has conceived and apprehen- 
y the Med the F Predicate, the reaſonable Power 
es the entirely at a loſs, how to determine concerning their 
furd, Agreement, or Diſagreement in Propoſitions of that 
r in 1 ind, until it call in the help of ſupernatural Evidence, 
adore; e firſt and laſt, asd only Reſort of the Mind for E- 
ins, idence, in order to judge in ſuch kind of Propoſi- 
aculty ons; and this Evidence is the divine duròg , thus 


ich che Lord, in which Caſe, tho? the reaſonable 
over of judging before was abſolutely incapable juſtly 
Wo pronounce: Sentence either one way or another, yet 
pon the Evidence of this Witneſs, (the only Evidence 
Je Mind can go upon in judging in Propoſitions of 


ey ar: his kind) the judging Power pronounces Sentence ac- 
Ide Wording as this infallible Witneſs declares with all that 


ſuper- learneſs and Satisfaction, that it can do in any Caſe 
ceeds] rhatſoever. Thus we ſee that Reaſon taken for the 
their WWpprehending, comparing and judging Power of the 
ſuper- Poul, is that which paſſes Sentence in the Mind, con- 
je rev erning the Truth or Falſhood of Propoſitions, whe- 
nding, her in a natural, or ſupernatural way revealed. If the 
r Dil ind proceeding, upon natural Evidence paſſes Sen- 
hood ence concerning the Truth or Falſhood of any Pro- 
polition, then it is faid to know it ſcientifically: but 


it proceeds upon a ſupernatural Evidence upon the 


Pt. But there is another and more ordinary Senſe in 
Which the word Reaſon is taken, which is this; for 
ide moſt part it denotes the Principles of Reaſon, 
thoſe Maxims and Truths, that are diſcoverable and 
Known by the Light of — as for inſtance, when 
5 one 


t 


divine Affirmation, then it is properly ſaid to believe 


„ 


. = 
one ſays this or the other thing is contrary to Reaſy MM _ .. 
the Meaning is not, that it is contrary to the judgin W |. Star 
Power of the Ming for it may be agreeable” to tle 
when it paſſes Sentence without, or contrary to Ey.Wa1hhoo: 
dence, even when it is contrary to the Principles aui 
Maxims of Reaſon : but the Meaning is, that it is co 
trary to and inconſiſtent with ſome 1 99 5 Principk me bo 
or Maxim known by the Light of Nature. Now Re. Mr in thi: 
ſon taken for the Principles and Maxims of Reaſon im ſpe 
very different from that judging Power, that pail 
Sentence in the Mind; it is only the Evidence, tha 
the judging Power proceeds upon, when it judgs WW con. 
Tis true, taken in this Senſe, it may, and ought vol 3 
be called the Meaſure. and Standard df natural Truth: 
but it is far from being the Standard or Meaſure of iſhoſe in 
veaPd Truth. And therefore this Author "blunder, 
and ſhews, that he is nor Maſter of the. Subject, thi 
he is treating of, when he fays, that the Power of Re 
ſon may not be the Standard of all Truth; for Re 
ſon, as it is a Power and Faculty of the Mind, is the 
Meaſure and Standard of no Truth whatſoever, | 
muſt then be very flat to ſay, as he does Page 25, i 
may poſſibly not be the Standard of all Truth. fine 
this ſuppoſes it to be the Meaſure and Standard a 
ſome Truth. Reaſon indeed taken for 55 Principle 
and Maxims of Reaſon may, and ought” to be lock 
upon to be the Standard and Meaſure of natural Truth 
as I hinted already. But the thing, that this Auth 
ſeems to aim at, if he would ſpeak up, is, that I 
would have Reaſon taken in this Senſe to be tit 
Standard, not only of natural, but even of reveal 
Turns ; which is a grok and wide Miſa 
For Reaſon denoting and fighifying/ the Principle 
and Maxims of natural Reaſon, is neither the Judg 
in determining the Truth of any 'Propofition, nd 

the Evidence, Meaſure, Standard, or Rule, tha 
the Mind 75 by, when it judges of the Truth d 
ſupernatural Propoſitions: it is only the Evidence, 
Standard, or Rule, that it goes by, when it judges al 
natural Propoſitions ; and thus, faith the Lord, 100 
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gig ie Standard, Meaſure, Rule and Evidence, that. it 


o ties by, in determining and judging the Truth, or 
Evi mood of Propoſitions, revealed in a fupernatural 
es au ay. Our Remarter then would have talked more di- 
is c inctly; if he had borrowed this Diſtinction from 
\ciph, me body, as he does the Maxim from me, he ſpeaks 
Rin this Page; for his being ignorant of it makes 
lon im ſpeak on this Subject, as if he neither knew the 
paſls ase, that the word Reaſon is taken in, nor the 
„ Me chat Reaſon ſerves in Matters of REVEL A- 
„ %% 1 | 

ght 0 Page 26 and 27, he pretends a great Regard for the 
ruth; ieine Revelation; but this is common enough with 


of woe in his way, when they have a Deſign to lead to 


nders, Error, that they may ſo much the more eaſily. impoſe 
', that pon the Unwary. And they learn this Leſſon from 
f Rev bad Maſter; when he would moſt effectually lead 
r Rev N eluded Sinners from the true Senſe of the Scripture, 
is tee pretends Scripture for his Deluſions. And here this 
r. 1 Wuthor would impoſe upon ſome Mens Weakneſs, and 
25, tWWhiake them believe, that becauſe. it is not in ſo many 
, lince Words ſaid in Scripture, that the Father, Son, and Spi- 
ard of Wit are one God, the ſame in Subſtance, equal in Power 
ip nd Glory, that therefore it is not a Truth of God, 
ookel nd an eſſential Article of the Chriſtian Faith. Does 
ruth, Je turn Us, ſays he, to any Paſſage of Scripture, where 
uthor BWbis is /aid in ſo many words? Does he turn us to any 
hat t lace, or Places, - where this is exprefly ſaid ? So 
De ts Wat, according to him, no, Truth can be counted an 
veal Important and a neceſſary Truth, but what is reveal'd 
take n thoſe expreſs Words in Scripture, that Men deliver 
cipls he Truth in. This at bottom is to impeach the man- 


Judge rer of God's revealing his Mind to Mankind; and it 


, 20 e ws the dreadful Obſtinacy of Sinners Hearts againſt 
tha the Truths of God, and their Averſion to receive 
th altem, that they require and demand, that God ſhould 
ence, gratify them, in that particular way of revealing his 
0 of Mind to Mankind, that ſuits them, and that they like 
7 delt; they will have him to ſay in ſuch and ſuch Phra- 


8 in ſo many Words, and no more, nor no, fewer, 
5 b „ and 
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and Thus and Thusexpreſſy, or they will give no i Scripture 
dit to him. Ir is not enough, that he reveal his Mu aid dow 


clearly and plainly, concerning important Doctring ufficient 
ſo as that the meaneſt Capacity, diveſted of Prejudice o whate 
may underſtand it: it is not enough, that he reve iſdom 
his Mind concerning a neceſſary Article of Faith i y Age, 
ſuch a manner, as is moſt fit to be a Standard of thy iy Error 
neceſſary Truth to all Ages; and in ſuch a way, af iat it m 
ſucceeding Ages may underſtand it clearly and full ihe Strei 
after they have laid aſide thoſe things, that obſtruy|Wnough 
the Knowledge of God's Will. He muſt indug f varic 
them in this; and give them an expreſs Revelati ilhrown 1 
from Heaven in ſo many Words, as, that Article con. ould b 
tains, which, in the Age they live, is propoſed to then Age, ſu 
to be believed, as a neceſſary Article of their Faith ame L. 
or otherwiſe they reckon themſelves not bound to bs larious 


R 


lieve it; tho? it had never ſo clear and juſt a Found very A 


tion in the general Canon, or in the original Ten by t! 
which was defign'd to be the univerſal Standard of Fa ral Li 
for all Ages and Nations. Here I would have it ca Hence of 


fully obſerved, that there is a neceſſity many times Me obta 


different Ages to expreſs an Article of Faith, which i In the 
Subſtance is the ſame, in a very different manner; that f my v 
the Expreſſions in the Article may be ſuitably adapted e exp! 
not only to ſignify a Senſe, and carry in them a Mean WWotwith 
ing contrary to the particular Error, that is oppoſite 0 ]WScriptu! 
the Truth, contain'd in the Article; but particularly Mo infint 
that it may be ſuitably adapted ta carry in it a Senſe, MWitions, | 
and in a diſtinct way to expreſs the Truth, in a ma. be of a 


ner directly oppoſite to the Turn, that the contra Men as 


Error takes in any particular Age, and Period of tie to in 

Church. For ſuch is the Subtilty of Satan, when he ion, th 
finds it hard to make an Error take in one ſhape, h Hal of tt 
imploys his Inftruments and Agents to throw it ineo gre: 
another, that is moſt apt to take, according to tit prove 
Humour of the preſent Age. Now whatever the fun Conſeq 
damental Error may be, that in any Age may be appear, 
broached ; and whatever may be the ſhape, that that manner 
Error may be thrown into, it may be eaſily diſcernel ſis dedu 
by any honeſt Mind, that that Error is contrary Wo Pro 
75 * $648 "a thy ton ta 1 1 44 A wt -Scriptv's, u 
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Co- 8 — 


cre-&cripture, and the general Canon, and original Rule, 
Aid down in the Word; and in any Age that Rule is 
ins uffcient to diſcover the Crookedneſs of the Error, in- 
io whatever ſhape it may be thrown. Yet the divine 
yo Wiſdom thought fit, not to give a Revelation in eve- 
h Age, chat in ſo many expreſs Words condemnseve- 
tau Error, whether fundamental or not, in every ſhape, 
1a What it may be thrown into by the Subtilty of Satan: 
ul e Streightneſs of the Rule laid down in the Word is 
true nough to a reaſonable Being to diſcover all the Curves 
aug f. various Shapes, that any Error can poſſibly be 
ation hrown into by Satan and his Inſtruments, So that it 
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con. ould be quite in vain to give a Revelation in every 

then age, ſuch as in ſo many expreſs Words, and in the 

aith; ame Language too, ſhould point out particularly the 

o be. arious Curves, and crooked Meanders of Error in 

und very Age and Nation. One ſtreight Rule laid to them 

Tel by the help of Grace, and a due Exerciſe of the na- 

Fai tural Light, God has given to Men, under the Influ- 

can. Mence of this Grace, ſerves all the Purpoſes that could 

nes in be obtained by ſuch a Revelation. ia 

ich u In theſe Pages alſo he complains, that I and others 6 
that Wo! my way look upon the Doctrine of the Trinity, as 5 
aptel ge explain it, to be a Doctrine of high Importance; We 
Mean. notwithſtanding it is only, as we own, drawn from the 4} 
ſite 10 Scripture by Conſequence. Where he ſeems not only mY 
ularly eo infinuate, but expreſly to affirm, that thoſe Propo- » wa 
Senſe, tions, that are only drawn by Conſequence, cannot , 


, Mane 
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Pe of any high 1 "vg and be bound upon all 


ntrary Nen as Articles of Faith. The Defign of this is plain- 
of the / to inſinuate, and to deceive People into a Perſua- 
1en he ion, that Ariani/mis a harmleſs thing; and the Deni- 
pe, be BA! of the true and ſupreme Deity of our Saviour, is of 
t ino no great importance: and all this they endeavour to 
to the prove from this, that this is a Doctrine deduced by 
ic fu: Conſequenee. But the Falſeneſs of this Reaſoning will 
ay be appear, if we conſider, that the firſt Principle of all 
ut that manner of Religion, whether natural or ſupernatural, 
cerned ¶ is deduced by Conſequence: And therefore it can he 
ary Wo Proof of an Article's being of little conſequence, 
iptv'6, i © © | | chat 
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that we come to the knowledge of it by Inference 


ſus Chriſt, is but drawn by remote Conſequence; aul 


it forth as ſuch, does not make it a 


Fg 


the Being and Exiſtence of the e Beings but by 
Inference and Argumentation: and therefore, ſince th 


Reaſoning, and Argumentation. No Man can pron 


Doctrine 
Wt by, 


© 


firſt Principle, and moſt eſſential, and fundament! 


Article of all Religion, is known. that. way, it is bull lieved 


a weak and lame 4 rgument to prove a Doctrine not 
to. he fundamental, becauſe it is diſcovered and. knom 
by Deduction, and Inference. But here they farthe 
object, that this Doctrine of the ſupreme Deity of Je. 


therefore is not, nor cannot be of high importance 
To which I anſwer, that the Truth of the ſupreme 
Deity of Jeſus Chriſt is drawn by as near a Con 
quence from his being the Creator of all thingy 
(Jobn 1. 3.) as that fundamental Doctrine of all Rel. 
gion, that there is a ſupreme Being at all, does floy 
from the Dependance o all things upon him by Cres 
tion. And if the meaneſt Capacity is able to compre 
hend, that there is, and muſt be a ſupreme Being, be 
cauſe all things were created by him, and depend up 
him, it may with the fame eaſe diſcern, and compre 
hend, that Jeſus Chriſt is, and muſt be that ſame ſr 
preme God: the Conſequence is no wider, nor no tt: 
moter in one Caſe than the other. And tho' privat 
Chriſtians, or Bodies of Chriſtians, . met in Synods and 
Councils, have no Authority to oblige. others to be 
lieve any thing as a Truth, whether they diſcern, tht 
it flows by a juſt Conſequence, or not; and ſee it to bei 
Truth, or not, merely becauſe they ſay, it is a Truth; 
yet their ſaying, it is a Fruth, and propoſing and holding 

des a Palthood, or looſe out 
Obligation to receive it as a Truth. Which yet, on 


would think, the Libertines of this day did indeed be 


lieve; becauſe they ſet themſelves ſo much to den) 
every thing, that has been formerly believed by the 


largeft Bodies of Chriſtians, Synods and: Councils; # 
if the Determination of Councils turnꝰd a Truth t9? 


Falſhood, and altered the nature of the thing. 4h 
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Pact certainly, whatever be 7s particular Explication 
any Perſon, or any Church, Synod, or Council, 
Woncerning any Doctrine, if ſuch. Explication accords 
With the Scripture, and carries nothing in it, but the 
Wodrine 800 in the Word, ſuch Doctrine held 
Worth by any Perſon, or Church, being conform to the 
WV ord, is binding on the Conſcience; and ought to be 
Wclicved, tho' it ſhquld have been of never ſo long 
Wanding in the Church: and the contrary Error, tho? 
be recommended with the advantage of Novelty, is 
Wet for all that to be rejected. Moreover, if the Poe- 
Wrine, which is explain'd by any Perſon, or Church, 
a way conform to the Scriptures, be a fundamental 
Wotrine, they are moſt certainly Hereticks, who do 
Wot receive it. Nor will the Preyalency of ſuch fun- 
W-nental Error, or the Multityde of thoſe, that em- 
Nee it, excuſe, or vindicate them from that Charge. 


Wie true, proper, and fupreme Deity of the Lord Je- 
Ws Chriſt, and that he is not the ſame, but a different 
g, be obſtance from the Father, ſuch, who embrace that 

Frror, are 77275 ;. whether they like the Name, or 
Pot; and whether they. embrace it on Arius's Authority 
not. Let them pretend never ſo much to take their 
roneous Sentiments on that Point from the Bible, 
Id not from Arius; yet, ſince it is his Doctrine, and 


What which hath ng Foundation in the Word, they are 


ty ranked among his Followers, and called by his 
Name. And it is N ridiculous for the Arians 
F this day to renounce Ariuss Name, while they 


baintain his Doctrine; and pretend not to be Arians, 


8 


he Poctrines of the Goſpel, which the great Mr. Cal. 
lu ſo.ſtrenuouſly defended againſt Atheiſt, Deiſts, A. 
ans, Papiſts, and other heretical and erroneous Per- 
ons, upon his Authority; or becauſe he maintain'd 
eſe DoEtrines; than Ari intain the Doctrines of 
e Doctrines, than Arians maintain the Doctrines o 


them: 


Fal, if che particular Error he the Denial of che 


cauſe they do not believe Arius's Doctrine upon his 
Puthority. Would they alter the common Ule of 
Language and Speech? Calviniſts no more maintain 
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them: yet the Calviniſts patiently bear their being 


qual with the Father in all divine Perfections and Glo 
in his Remarks, he might eaſily have ſeen, from wha Ml 
make Man, cannot be underſtood of. the Angels » and 
thoſe, who are capable of the Work of Creation, u 


theſe two Perſons are capable of that Work of Cr: 
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I fay Page 94 of my Sermons, that that Phraſe, Tet | band, ti, 


called fo; nay. they glory and triumph in it, that þ 
great a Champion for the Truths of the Goſpel wy 
raiſed up at the Reformation; and are not aſhamed gf 
his Name, more than they are of his Doctrine. And, 
if the Arians are aſhamed of the Name of Arius, le 
them renounce his Blaſphemies, and heretical Doc. 
trines, otherwiſe they are like to bear his Name. Ith 
fit a Spade ſhould be called a Spade. | 

I had alledged for proof of a Plurality of Perſonsin 
the divine Eſſence theſe following Scriptures, Gen.. 
26.—3. 22.— 11. 7. Here the Remarker owns, 
that the Father is addreſſing himſelf to his own Son, 
Page 29. But, fays be, how does this prove, that 
this Perſon, or theſe Perſons, here ſpoken to, are e 


Ty. . If the Remarker had been ingenuous and honef 


j ays the 
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? gh as 
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none can be underſtood by it, as addreſſed to, bu 
wit, the Son and Holy Ghoſt : and therefore, fine: 
ation, which is a Work peculiar to ſupreme Deity, and 


fince that Work is aſcribed to them both in ſever 
Places of Scripture, as I have proved largely, and fince 


they are addreſſed there in theſe Texts mentioned, 3 The { 
Co- workers with the Father in the Work of Creation, Wiihe ſup! 
it follows to a Demonſtration, that theſe Perſons ar falm, 
equal with the Father, on account of their being ei in that! 
of them Creator; and, if Creator, then poſſeſsd dor his hn 
all divine Perfections, and conſequently, equal with ti: M ysth of 
Father. But, ſays he, the Pſalmiſt plainly aſcribs WF Agai 
ma commanding. Part in the Creation to the Fathe!, il who is + 
P/alm 148, 5. and he ſhould have added, to the Fathe ¶ mand 6 
only, excluſive of the Son and Holy. Ghoſt, in orde the Fat 
to make his Argument good. This indeed he infi0- BF at the ( 
ates, when he ſays farther; and if that belonged 2 ſuprem 
10 him, to wit, the commanding Part in the Freon pudene 
9 23 | | | 9 FT 


W 


4 93 
Jos do the Places alledged, and the Form of Lan- 
rage, uſed in them, prove three Perſons. in the di- 
ine Eſſence, all in the fame Level of Equality, all in 
June ſame divine Character? But is it not aſtoniſhing 
Inpudlence in this Man to aſſert, or inſinuate with fo 
och Aſſfurance, that the commanding Part in the 
reation is in that Pſalm fo aſcribed to Jenovan the 
Father, as to exclude EHV AH the Son? Can he, or 
yy of the Arians, alledge any Proof for this? Does 
De think, that 1 would overlook this Failing in his 
Argument; And take it for granted, that that Pſalm 
W: ſpeaking of JzHovar the Father, excluſive of Jz- 
W:ovan the Son, and Jenovan the Holy Ghoſt ? 
No, the Praiſe aſcribed to Jznovan therein belongs 
Wqually to each of the Three, 5 

Again, from Pſalm 1 10, I prove a Plurality of Per- 
Wons in the Unity of the divine Eſſence; where it is 
id, The Lord ſaid to my Lord, fit thou on my Right- 


Ways the Remarker, does this prove the ſupreme God- 
Whcad of him, who is thus exalted by another? Anſwer, 


7 
5 


Whigh God. And his being exalted by another, as he is 
Mediator, does not detract from his eſſential Glory, 
Wis he is the ſupreme God, the ſame ſupreme God with 
Whe Father. See the full Proof of this, Page 96th of 
V Sermos. 2 ae 

8 The ſame Anſwer will ſerve to that Objection againſt 
Ihe ſupreme Deity of Chriſt, founded on the 45th 
WP falm, 6 and 7 Verſes, For, tho? the Father is ſaid 
in that Pſalm to be his God, yet it is in reſpect only 


98th of my Sermons, _ 8 
Again, ſays the Remarker, is he the ſuprethe God, 
Who is worſhipped by the Authority, and at the Com- 
mand of another? Here I would aſk the Remarker, if 
the Father's being worſhipped by the Authority, and 
at the Command of the Son, makes him not to be the 


pudence to ſay, that - Son hath not Authority to 


= 4 


and, nil I make thine Enemies thy Footftool, How, 


ecauſe he is David's Lord, therefore he is the moſt 


of his human Nature; as is more fully cleared, Page 


ſupreme God? And 1 hope, he will not have the im- 


command 


+ vie 


ba, 


(34) 
command us to worſhip. the Father. 
the Father and the Son have each of them a Righty 
ſupreme divine Worſhip, as being both of them pol. 


commanding the Son to be worſhipped with the ſam 
ſupreme divine Worſhip, with. which he is worſhippe 
himſelf, no more degrades him from his ſupreme De. 
ty; than the Son's commanding, the Father to be vo 
ſhipped with ſupreme divine Worſhip, degrades hin 
from his ſupreme Divinity. They are both on a lex 
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4 in this reſpect, as they are in all other reſpetts as ti 
bi their eſſential Glory. | 
3 Page goth, as to what I ſay in reſpect of the Faid 
A Hope, and Truſt, which we are to repoſe in Chrif, 

; he aſks; how does this infer, that he is the ſuprem 


God? He might have ſeen the Anſwer to this in Pag 
101 of my Sermons, . ifhe had been willing to remal 
it; where I ſhew, that the Bleſſing is entailed only 
thoſe, who truſt-in Jehovah 3 and they are denounc 
curſed, whoſe Heart departs from him; and if Jeb. 
vah only is to be truſted in, I thinks, the Conſequene 
is ealy 3 that the ſupreme God only is to be truſted in 
and if we are commanded to truſt in Chriſt, as I ther 
prove we are, and in Pages 324 and 327 of my &. 
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Chriſt is Jehovah, the ſupreme God. Now the I. 
marker ought to have offered ſomething to ſhew tit 
Abſurdity of this Conſequence. , But ſeeing i in his uſul 
way, he contents himſelf: merely to tell us, that m 
may truſt him for Life, without ſuppoſing him to tt 
the ſupreme God; I conclude, he has nothing to off 
to ſupport what he affirms. It might have been el 
pected, he would have ſhew'd, that it was conſiſten 
with the Perfections of the Fade to ſend one, wh! 
was not by Nature. God, the true and ſupreme | God, 
to be the Object of Sinners Fruſt; ſince the Weight ol 
my Argument lies in this, that it was inconſiſtent vit 
the Perfections of the Father to employ one as Media- 
tor, and conſequently the Object of Sinners Trult; 
who is not God, the ſupreme God, as well 15 Ra: 
Wt ecaulc 


Doubtleſs boy 


ecauſe t 


zpreme 
ruſt is, 
ſeſsꝰd of ſupreme divine Excellencies: but the Father 
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bon 


ecauſe that would be to transfer the higheſt Act of 
ut preme divine Worſhip, as the Act of Faith and 
poll ruſt is, to one, who is not the ſupreme God, contra- 
ther to what God has declared himſelf, that his Glory be 
fam not give to another. e ial el | 
pp Page 31ſt, upon the various Texts, I adduce, in 
- De. der to prove the Unity of the divine Eſſence, and 
vat there is but one God only, he has this Remark ; 
; hint in them all there's no hint, that this one God is 


Wore than one Perſon. Now let us ſuppoſe this to be 
Je; what follows from hence? Sure no more than 
Nos, (viz.) that theſe Texts of Scripture, that are ad- 
Faith ced to prove the Unity of the divine Eſſence, do 
ri, t directly prove a Plurality of Perſons in that Ef- 
prem ce. Very true, nor did J ever adduce them for a- 
Peg other purpoſe; but only to prove the Unity of the 
e mat ſence: but it does not therefore follow, becauſe 
Ny cn 


Junce 


L levd 
as U 


Wty of the divine Eſſence, do not directly prove the 


Jelo MW uoality of the divine Perſons, that therefore other 
quence Wcxts, which I adduced to prove the Plurality of di- 

ed nne Perſons, do nat prove that Point. It is exceed- 
I there weak in this Man to reaſon after this manner. 
y hy ſhould he expect, that Texts, advanced for no 
Jeſu ber end, but to prove the Unity of the Eſſence, 
16 could contain in them a Proof alſo of the Plurali- 
e the of Perſons? It is enough, that they ſufficiently 
is uſul ove the Point they were advanced to prove. But, 
hat us he, that one God, this only true God, is all along 
to be oken of as one Perſon: To this I anſwer, that when 
0 off Wy kof the particular Perſons of the Trinity in any 
en e ert is ſaid to be the one God, or only true God, that 
n ſiſtent rticular Perſon is ſpoken of, as one Perſon only, 
„ whoWvether it be the Father, Son, or Holy Ghoſt : but 
e God, at does not hinder, but the Term one God, and on- 
ight oF true God, may be affirmed of ſeveral Perſons. And 
nt with have proved in many Places, that both the Father, 


Medi- pd the Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is this one only true 

od; and that that Worſhip is aſcribed to each of 
_ Km, and thoſe Works were performed by them, 
Decaule 
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( 37.) 


true erſe; I would afk the Remarker, how it comes to 

n ce it in the laſt? 5 — 

Per. Page 32, he endeavours to prove, that in the divine 
ugh ence there is but one Perſon, from Math. 19. 17. 

Ach calleft thou me good? there is none good, but one ti, 
each Ways he, one Perſan. But here he blunders wretched- 

d yet 5 V3 for it 18 not £55 TEOTY np, or 219 rp 3 but As 


e Words are expreſly read in the Verſe, d & 0:5, one 


De Unity of the divine Eſſence, we have no Contro- 


(G0 8 
ethr erſy with him, or any Man; nor are the Trinitari- 
at all pinched here in maintaining the Unity of the 
fink vine Eſſence, notwithſtanding they hold a Trinity 
thee f divine Perſons, The above Anſwer will alſo ſerve 
wing With reſpect to all thoſe other Texts, he mentions, where 
night WW; is tranſlated by him one Perſon, whereas the Sub- 
phy lantive agreeing in each of them to i% is v5, as the 
pro- WT exts themſelves abundantly make appear; and beſides 
efore hom there is no other God; tho? in that Godhead 


ently here be three Perſons, all on the ſame Level of Equa- 
> relt ity, all Sharers of the ſame divine Nature and Eſ- 


they ence. In the end of this Page, the Remarker puts on 
ont, A briſk Air, and tells me, that I and my Friends have 
God een challenged once and again to ſhew, where, in all 
rove he. Scriptures, God is ſpoken of, as including a Plu- 
wing rality of Perſons. Sure this Man cannot be ignorant, 
Jeu o many Texts I advance, Page 93 and 94 of my 
Will ermons, which prove that God is ſpoken of, as in- 
t one cluding a Plurality of Perſons; fee Gen. 1. 26. 
d en 3. 22.11. 5, which he ought particularly to have 
d ? | anſwered, before he had taken the liberty to inſinuate, 
e the that this has never been ſhewed. But ] take his bluſ- 
(tan- I tering here to be nothing elſe, than an impudent At- 
tempt to impoſe upon the Weakneſs of thoſe, in whoſe 
calon Wi hands his Remarks may fall; who have no Acquain- 
ally, tance with this Controverſy, and are ready to take in, 
re Hand ſwallow down, without any Examination, what- 
pech erer is ſaid upon the Arian ſide of the Queſtion : A 
4 mean Artifice indeed for one to uſe, who pretends 2 
ere; il e 


ä ae 2 2 
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od, not one Perſon, as he tranſlates it. And as to 
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(35) 

be a ſincere Inquirer after Truth; however worthy of of 

this Gentleman and his Friends it may be. 
Page 34, we are told, that it hath, been gndeniablj 

roved, that, if there be, three equally ſupreme, ] 

HEB he means Perſons, as his Argument requires, 
an the ſame Level of Equality, even, tho? theſe thre 
are united in the ſame Subſtance, there muſt be three 
co-ordinate Gods. Now. here indeed is the Pinch of 
the Controverſy ; and if the Arians can prove this, 
they carry their Point to be ſure. , But I could never 
t ſee it done, and I deſpair ever to ſee it, for the 
Reaſon I have given in my Sermons, (vix.) in that 
the divine Nature and Eſſence is capable of ſubſiſting 
after a manner, that we cannot comprehend z and dos 
neceſſarily ſubſiſt ſo: and, ſince it is revealed, that 
the divine Perfections and Attributes, eſſential to the 
Deity, are aſcribed to Three; it is from thence plain 
to a Demonſtration, that there are three, that is 'thre 
Perſons, poſſeſs'd of the divine Nature and Eſſence. 
But, be ſays, if I will maintain three diſtin& Perſons 
to whom perſonal Characters, and perſonal Actions 
can be applied, all equal, and ſupreme, on the ſame 
Level of Equality; I do of neceſſity, and in juſt con. 
ſequence maintain three ſupreme Gods. As for that 
Expreſſion, three ſupreme. Perſons on the ſame Leyd 
of Equality, it is by a Trick, common to this Re. 
marker, and thoſe of his way, unjuſtly inſinuated tobe 
what I maintain: the Expreſſion is none of mine; 
and he ought to have cited the Page, where it is to be 
found, before he charged me with it. What I main- 
tain is, that there are three diſtinct Perſons, to whom 
perſonal Actions and Characters are applied all on the 
tame Level of Equality, all e ually the ſame one ſu- 
preme God, and equally a d of. the ſame divine 
Nature and. Eſence, — all divine Perfections, eſſen- 
tial ta the divine Nature: which is far from maintain. 


ing three ſupreme Gods; it is only to maintain three 


equal Perſons in the one ſupreme Godhead, ; But, ſays 
the Remarker from his Authars, no ſuppoſed Union of 


Subſtance, Nature, or Eſſence, to which no Actions, 
or 
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4 39) 
erbnal Characters can in any intelligible Senſe, dr 
oopriety of Language be applied, can guard againſt 


aby ts following, from what J maintain, that there are 
e, tree ſupreme co-ordinate Gods. This is the very 
res, ping in queſtion; for we affirm, that the Union of 
bree ne three Perſons of the Trinity in one Godhead, or 
hree iv ine Eſſence, which I have not only ſuppoſed, but 
c o proved abundantly, ſecures from Tritheiſm. And yet 
this, 


Wn the other hands the ſubfiſting: of this one undivided 


ever WG odhead; and divine Eſſence, in a different manner 

tne n the Father; Son, and Holy, Ghoſt, by which each 
that r theſe Three are conſtituted diſtin proper Perſons, 
ting ays a Foundation for perſonal Actions and Properties 
dos icing aſcribed. to this divine Nature and Eſſence; not 
that Indeed abſtrackly conſidered, as the Remarker abſurdly 
the uppoſes 3 but) gonſidered, as ſubſiſting in the way 
plan nd after the manner, as it does in the Father, Son, or 
three oly Ghoſt: for altho' the divine Nature, Subſtance, 
ence, 


r Eſſence cannot have perſonal: Actions, or Charac- 
ers aſcribed; and applied to it, if it be conſidered ab- 


Dee or other of the ways, as it ſubſiſts in the Father, 
Pon, or Holy Ghoſt; yet when this ſame divine Na- 


yet Nhe particular ways, as it does in the Father, Son, and 
Ke. ioly Ghoſt, by which different ways of its Subſiſtence 
tobe n them, rhey are conſtituted diſtinct Perſons; I ſay, 
me; hen the divine Nature and Eſſence is not conſidered 


derſonal Characters and perſonal Actions may very in- 


hom elligibly be aſeribed to it, and in the greateſt Proprie- 
n the y of Language may be applied to it. BT wr 
e ſu- Page 35th, the Remarker introduces one of his Authors 
v1 Helling us, that to ſuppoſe one or two more ſuch Perſons, 
fſen- Wrintelligent Agents, equally poſſeſſed of the ſame ſu- 
tals 


three Dominion over all, muſt of neceſſity make two, or three 
lays Nfapreme Gods; nor, ſays he, would it make any Alte- 
n 0 Mon in the Caſe to ſuppoſe them united in Eſſence 
ions, N 


nd Subſtance. Now this ſeems to be a very great 
een | Blunder 


ractedly from the manner of its Subſiſtence, ſome 


ure and Eſſence is conſidered, as ſubſiſting in any of 


bſtratly-z, but thus ſubſiſting in + panticular manner, 
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Preme, abſolute, natural, independent Authority and 
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or EGO  —- 
Blunder in the Author of the Obſervations on I 
W. d' ſecond Defence; for their being united j 


emonf 
qual in 


| Subſtance and Eſſence, they come thereby to be ui qual in 
ted in infinite Intelligence, in abſolute and ſupreme He at the 


minion, and in all . effential divine Perfections; a., on 
therefore all equally the ſupreme God. But, fays E erſons 
farther, indeed it is a Contradiction in Terims, to fp iſþreme C 
poſe more than one Perſon abſolutely ſupreme, ſinMiWivine P 
there can be no Communication of Supremacy at i erſons 
But, pray, why can there be no Communication oh cvery 
Supremacy at all, finee there can be a Communicatinll ibly con 
of the fame Eſſence and Subſtance ?. If that can x comp 
communicated, and all the three Perſons of the Mt witho: 
nity may partake of it, and be poſſeſſed of it in co Page 
mon, (for that is all; that can juſtly be meant by i ſſerts w 
Communication of the divine Eſſence; but to ee of ti 
that the divine Eſſence can be commitnicated; that is hem, I 
derived, is a downright Contradiction:) they may WWuracy o 
fo,” by the ſame Parity of Reaſon, be poſſeſs'd of % 


ore th: 


premacy in common. And they cannot but be fo Vithſtan 
for to partake of the divine Effence carries in it it ſee! 


Wot ſo 1 
Periptur. 
ty, 1 


conſequence, a being poſſeſſed of all thoſe Excellen 
ies and Perfections, that in the nature of the thing ne 
ceſſarily accompany the Poſſeſſion of that Eſſence, a 


divine Nature; of which that of abſolute and indeper ¶ Notice o 
dent Supremacy is Ox x. e e Wirawn f 


In th 
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Being, 
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Gender, 
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Again, we have another Citation from Philal, Ca 
tab. Page 56th, nothing is plainer, ſays he, than thi 
if the one God and Father of all is not alone Supreme 
that is, the only Perſon, that is the ſupreme God, it 
cannot be at all ſupreme. Why not, ſeeing the oth 
two Perſons are poſſeſſed of the ſame divine Effetit 
with the Father, and conſequently of the ſame divine 
Excellencies, whereof Supremacy is one; | 


Again, Page 36, ſays he, if two or three Perſoil 


are ſupreme, equal in every thing, it is evident, nos Fiat this 
of them are ſupreme in any thing. If this, ſays he; here in! 
not Demonſtration, there is no ſuch thing in natut e , t 
How this is a Demonſtration is not-eaſy to comp enſe re 
hend; I ſhould think; the very feverſe is the plandWp"Pply 
Demonſtration 


(4r) 


qual in every thing, they doubtleſs are ſupreme and 
* in every thing; or elſe a thing may be, and not 
at the ſame time. Pray, think again, Mr. Remar- 


ays oP crſons of the holy Trinity be each of them the ſu- 
0 fuß eme God, as PLalethes makes the Suppoſition, and 
fineWivine Perſons equal in every thing; and thoſe divine 
at al WPcrfons at the ſame time each of them not be ſupreme 
"on oh every thing, wherein the divine Supremacy can poſ- 
cat ly conſiſt? Methinks, it needs no depth of thought 


Wo comprehend ſuch a Demonſtration; one may reach 
We without the help of a Tutor, 

Page 37, 38, the Remarker, as is common with 0 
k ſerts without any Proof, that the Fathers are of. his 


hem, I ſhould have taken notice of it; tho' the Ac- 
uracy of their Expreſſions cannot be defended always, 
ore than ſome of our modern Divines, who are not- 
Vichſtanding upon the Orthodox fide of the Queſtion. 
it ſeeing he agrees with me, Page 39th, that it is 
Wot ſo material, what their Opinion is, as what the 
cripture reveals concerning the Doctrine of the Tri- 


Wirawn from thence. 


pon the word dv, which I tranſlate one Thing, one 


Ping, one Eſſence, is not juſt ;, becauſe this word is 
d, W(cd in ſeveral Places, where it cannot have that Sig- 
other cation. But here the Remarker diſcovers his weak- 
nene dels and want of Skill in Criticiſm ; for tho', in the 


Places, he mentions, another Subſkintive of the Neuter 
bender, than piua is neceſſary to be ſupplied, becauſe 
df the Senſe, yet that does by no means hinder, but 
that this f is the only Subſtantive, that can be- ſupplied 
dere in this Text: for where it is ſaid,” Jahn 17. 11. 
en #1, that the Diſciples of Chriſt might. be one, the 
enſe requires, that 09s ſhould be the Subſtantive tg 
p the — W ſo when it is ſaid, 1 Cor. 3. * 

e 


» monſtration i in nature; for if they be ſupreme, and 


I 1 on your plain Demonſtration ; how can the three 


de of the Queſtion. If he had cited any Proof from 


ity, I ſhall make it my buſineſs, to take particular 
otice of what, he objects againſt my Arguments, 
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In the fame Page he obſerves, that my Criticiſm 
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requires, that dea ſhould be ſupply'd, one Inſtry, 


Subſtantive agreeing to #», on account of the Variatia 


{ts 
, 


for the Variation of the Phraſe, if he had a remarking 


here, by ſome. better Method, than telling us, tht Wiſe be 
this is not the Reading, according to fome Copies: 


| of the Trinity be one Being, and one Eſſence with 


eſſential Perfection of divine infallible Veracity with 
him; and conſequently his Teſtimony to the Truth 


for the ſupreme Deity of the Son and Holy Ghol, 


1 „ | 
he that planteth, and be that watereth, du ici, the Sent 


ment in the hand of God to carry on his Work in the 
Souls. of Men, aiming at the fame end: but here the 
Senfe requires, that p1z« ſhould be underſtood. And 
tho? Beza thought otherwiſe, yet his Authority is ng 
a ſufficient Argument againſt the Reaſon, that I hay 
elſewhere advanced; becauſe pgrvpiov cannot be thy 


of the Phraſe in the next Verſe ; where the Apoſtle de. 
ſigning to expreſs an Agreement in teſtimony, he dots 
not ſay, as in this Verſe, 07 Tpeis tv £601, but 6: TeEis th 
T0 Lv b: Here this Gentleman ſhould have accounte 


Faculty, becauſe the. Strength of my Argument lis 


he ſhould have ſhew'd, that this Variation of the Phraſ 
is not, nor cannot be the juſt Reading, in order ty 


make his Argument good againſt mine. Nor dos Author 


my Interpretation of #, one Being, one Eſſence, at 


13% 43 | Wrolunta 
all diſagree to the Context; for, if the ſecond Peri il 


od an 
race, 
Vote he 
bit as 
EGhoſt"t 
proſecu 
Perſon 
ther an 
by the 
A ſtfiaf 
marker 
and H 
S this: f. 
Perſon 
preme 
ftom t 
to the 
ſcende 
Poſes 


the Father, his Teſtimony, as a diſtinct Perſon, mul 
be of equal Veracity with his; for. ſince. he has the 
ſame Eſſence with the Father, he muſt have that ſame 


of the Chriſtian Religion muſt go as farz and therefore 
Chriſtianity acquires the Authority of another infallible 
beavenly Witneſs to atteſt it; to prove the Truth d 

which is the acknowledged Scope of the Place. 
Page 42, he endeavours to invalidate my Argument 


and their being one in Eſſence with the Father; and 
that theſe three Perſons are all on the ſelf-ſame Leut 
of Equality from the baptiſmal Charge given to the 
| Diſciples to baptize in the Name of the Son, and Ho 
Ghoſt, as well as in the Name of the Father. Th 
this is an inconteſtible Proof of the Equality of the " 
5 | 5 an 


% 


dd 
' * 


neu 'Ghoff, with the Father, J have proved at 
eben Page 115 to 120 of my Sermons, which 
his Author has not the aſſurance to contradi&; and 
W:--refore” 1 hold him as ſtanding convicted -of the 
Wozce of my Arguments. And I muſt ſay, it is 
Womewhat' ſtrange to ſee him at a loſs to get over an 
Pobjection, that has fo little in it, as that which he 
iſes here againſt the Son's and Holy Ghoſt's being 
Whe ame ſupreme God with the Father; (viz.) becauſe 
Ine Son ſays, that all Power is given him, Oc. which, 
W think, tho? it infers his having an inferior Charac- 
, as Mediator, to the Father; yet it is an unden. 


” 
. 


mith the Father 3 and that, as to his eſſential Charac- 
er, he is on a level with him; for he could not other- 
ie be capable of having all Power lodged in him in 
even and Earth, as Mediator; unleſs he had a 
Wigher Character, and was by Nature and Effence the . 
Wupretne God. It muſt be exceeding weak then in this 
Author to infer, becauſe our Saviour declares, that he 
Wroluntarily undertook the Office of Mediator *twixt 
God and Man, and in proſecution of the Purpoſes of 
race, took on him the Form of a Servant, thatthere- 
Wore he has no other or higher Character. It is every 
wit as Wenk to infer the” Inferiority of the Hol 

IGhoſt tö che Father, as this Author does, becauſe if 
proſecutien of theſe ſame Purpoſes of Grace, this third 
Perſon voluntarily condeſcends to be ſent by the Fa- 

ther and Son, in order to apply the 3 purpoſed 
by the Father; and parchafed by the Son 


7 


ole Proof, that he is alſo poſſeſs'd of the ſame Eſſence 


morktr to-apply the Level of Equality both to the Son 
and Holy Ghoſt with the Father notwithſtanding of 
C this : for this voluntary Corideſcenſion in theſe two 


preme eſſential Dignity, than it would have detracted 
from the Dignity of rhe Father, if it had appeared fit 
to the eternal TRE, that he ſhould have conde- 
ended to act that part in'proſecution of the Pur- 
poſes of Grace, which either the Son or Holy _ 
1 G 2 | " 


A fiwiafl Degree of Sagacity would have ſerved the Re- 


perſons does no more detra& from their original ſu- 


DS 
A — — 
r 


— 
„ Se cz 
=o — — — S = 
< 2 > : uy 


* — — = — = — _— 2 4 1 
8 8 * — S — — F 4 2% 

— ks 2 5+ >. Da 24.5 > MY 2 7 * * "Re, * a 

818 * I 2 2 © "277. — * i oe. —— > — — — 2 3 


1 4 
v1" BE 
* 7 
4 
„ 
y aV 
N 
* 
7 1 
1 
1 9 
N 
1 
Pl "vl 
N 
k 1 
1 * 
* 1 
4 * 
'* us 
, * 
4 * , 
ELL 
wk 
* - 
14 "i 
14 4 * 
* 4 
14%Y 
1 1 
e 
{338 
W » 
6 
147 
7 
s 
= p85 ** 
1. ith) 
a 
{7 2.08 
"Pw. 4g 
T. 
KA » 
Nr a 
wert, 
4 
+ 
== 
"1 
WY y 
'F | 1 
27 
1 
| wit 
+ + TL 
{46 
"Ig 
: U 
1 
N 
4 * 
. 
” Gs 
4 13 
* Wy 
iu Mt \ 
x 1 
. 4 
} 4x 
, 1 
. "04 
REY 
N [1 
1 * 
1 » of 
oy | 
I 3. 
*\ 7705 
e 
1 
\ 7 6 
1 
* CE 
if & 1 
„ 
N 
. 
„ 
A 5 
1 4 
9 » % 
N 
en 
1% 
et 
5 4 
11 . 
4% {4 
£18 
# - 
4 
%? 
A U 
jo 
: J. 
* AY 
bits?” 
4 ' 47 
-w.# : 
PRs! 
p 1 
E 1005 
z . 
TH 6 * 
„ 
11 * 
p q i 
Ich 
„ 
5 
Wig yk 
165897 
3 
Na 
Kalle 
4 . 
1483-29 
© 2 
may: 
I A 
" a ? 
2g) 
K 1 
4 4 * 
4 * 
1 
n [ 
y o 
1 as 
1 73 
- wo 
1 
U. 
1 1 
% 
Fd 
7 * 
n 
N 
4.15 
1 
ay, 
71 
4% n C 
Ml ? 
„. 
4 
wht 
DAS .. 
ALE Gs 
$4237 
. 1 : A 
Wh 
| 4 $, 
fl 
4% wy 
i uit 
1.4 
1 
4 
* 
'1 
FP 
NY 
17 
4 
vr 
1 
9 
$146 
9 
N 
: 
* 'L 


* 
[ 
E 
a 
4 
7 
s 
8 


t re. | a Blunder, that all, who have learned the firſt Prin- 


. 


ch in ples of Chriſtianity, can eaſily diſcern; for any 
> ſs M hool-Boy can tell him, that the Term unbegotten 1s 
ather {MW perſonal Property, not an eſſential Perfection; for 
inde. che effential Perfections are common to all the 
terial Gree Perſons; but the perſonal Properties are pecu- 
48 0. E ar to each. 1 | KY 
hould AW Page 48th he tells us, that the Name Jehovah may 
- for N aſcribed to Chriſt, tho? he neither is a mere Crea- 
word re, nor the ſupreme God, Firſt ſuppoſing, there is a 


Wcdium betwixt theſe two, which is contrary to all 


aid a ihe Principles of Senſe and Reaſon. For he has theſe 
Sub. {preſs Words; the Name, ſays he, Jehovah, may 
is the Ne aſcribed to him, tho' it were never aſcribed to a 
eft u {here Creature. Again, ſays he, if the Name Jeho- 
Spirit ah is ever aſcribed to him, which, he ſays, they have 
th the Not yet ſeen clearly proved; yet it is with an evident 
him; MPiſtinction *rwixt him and the ſupreme God, Here 
nd of ihe Remarker is ſtrangely puzzled. He knows not, 
ere | Whether to own, that the Name Jehovah is aſcribed to 
Ariay hriſt, or not; but he is reſolved, if he does own it, 


nd his Conſcience ſeems to tell him, that he cannot 
Weny it, that he will, right or wrong, aſſert the In- 
Priority of the Son, as to his divine Nature to the 
Nrther: ſays he, if ever the Name of Jehovah is af- 


g, in 
nmon 


have 
to 4 


enets, ribed to the Son, it is with an evident Diſtinction be- 
man's een him and the ſupreme God. But, pray, Mr. Re- 
him, Worker, how can this be, that the Name Jehovah can 
ies of e given to any, who is not the ſupreme God? Has 
e Son ot the ſupreme, God ſaid, that his Glory he will not 
Noon. ve to another. I have told you ſo much in my Ser- 
e Na- ons; but you have either wanted too much the Fa- 
ima- Nulty, or Conſcience of a Remarłer, to take notice of 
their It. Let me even for once go into your Abſurdity, 
Sub- nd ſuppoſe with you, that there is a Perſon in rerum 
where tara, that is neither the ſupreme God, nor a Crea- 
ential Iture; and at the fame time, let me ſuppoſe, that 
is he erbich I have clearly proved, and which you ſeem con- 
of the Neious of the Truth 92 that the Name Jehovah is in- 
ls in- deed aſcribed to Chriſt; how will you account oe he 
t0 bY: | SD hae rut 
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(46) 

Truth of thut Propoſition, that the ſupreme Goch 
Name is alone Jehovah ? It can never be a Tu z 
unleſs Chriſt. be that ſupreme God, ſeeing that Nam 

is given to Jeſus Chriſt. Let me grant to you, thy 
Chriſt was indeed the Repreſentative of the invifibt 
God the Father; yet if be is à diſtinct Perſon fron 
him, as you own; and not the ſame God with hin 
the Glory off the ſupreme God'is given to another: 
and the ſupreme God's' Name is: not alone Jehovah; 
bit others, who are not the ſupreme God, accord q 
to you, both ſhare” with him in his Name and in M 
Glory. * 5 
Againſt my Proof, that Chriſt is the fupytine Gol 
becauſe he is called Jehovah, Ta. 40. 3. you obje 
that it cannot agree to Chriſt, as the ſupreme God, be 
cauſe, Chap. 3. 1. he is called the Meſſenger of th 
Covenant: Here I would remind you again, (for ther 
3s no inculcating this Remark upon you) that Chrit\M 
being the Meſſenger of the Covenant; and ſuſtaining 
that inferior Character is no way ifteonſiſtent with hi 
being alſo the ſupreme God; conſidered in another re. 
ſpect, (viz.) in reſpect of his original Character; ſes 
ing he is flea Jehovah, which could not be hi 
Name, if in ſome reſpect he was not the ſuprem 
God, (viz.) with reſpect to is divine Nature: unkk 
you could. prove, that it is: inconſiſtent with ſuprent at 
Deity, in order to accompliſh the Ends of Redemp at 
tion, to condeſcend voluntarily below that Dignity, 
which a Perſon, poſſeſs'd of ſupreme Divinity, ij 
. Juſtly claim: To ſuppoſe which; derogates from tha 
infinite Love of Chrift, the ſeeond Perfon of the Gob: 
head, and renders the Salvaticn of Sinners impract. 
cable; a Thought unworthy of a Chriſtian. Nor dos 
the Father's ſending his Meſſenger before Chriſt, it 
the leaſt hinder him to be Jeliovak equally, as th 
Father is; as' is farther odjecteg by the Remark, 
Page" $0145. 250 
In the rh Bagh, he endeavours to ſet aſide m 
Proof of the ſupreme Deity ef Chtiſt, from his beils 


called Jehovah, 1/a: 45. 21, Oc. becauſe, Chap. . 


pe 


| TR 
2 Redeemer is ſaid wt be lara s Servant; and 


ruth 155 bis Spirit in bim; that he was called by bim 
aw Rinks 2 e All which his conſiſtent enough with 
eu being Jehovah: in the higheſt Sepſe, . tho? theſe 
ieee peak of him as Mediator; which Diſtinction 
fron his Author conſtantly overlooks,.: .And,*tis a pity, 
hin WE had mentioned the Ith Verſe of that Chapter, I am 


ther b ehough, and that is my Name, and my Glory I will not 
valor 40 anotber; for that quite overthrows him, ſince 
rag it Name, in the forecited Text, is applied to Chriſt; 


1 have proved by Arguments, that he has not of- 
ed to contradict, Page 181, 182, 183, and 184, of 


Go by Sermons. It is true, he ſays againſt one of my 
bid, RW rouments, that Chriſt Was given to be a Light of 
1. bs. ic Gentiles; which agaio. is to be underſtood. of him 
f Mediator. But if he, who thus ſubmitted to he 


en to be a Light of the Gentiles voluntarily, was 
s original Nature Jehovah, as. the Text affirms, 
5 4 it calls him ſo, he muſt, notwithſtanding of 
voluntary Submiſſion, be the ſupreme God. More- 
yer, ſays he, Chriſt is made our Righteouſneſs, But 


Woes his being made our Ragh teouſneſs, as he is the 
de ll 48 ke Mediator by the Father, hinder him to be 
prene ic ſupreme God, ſince he is Jebouab our Righteouſ: 
unlek 5 Surely not. Again, he tells us, he is amazed, 

prettt a 1 Would bring that Text, Philip. 2. 10. as a Proof, 
dep: at Jab ſpeaks: of Chriſt in the forecited Text, 


onity, ich the Ap ole applies to Chriſt; and the Ground 
” mf { his 1 he tells us, is this, that the Apoſtle 
m that ds in the next Verſe, that every Tongue ſhall confeſs 
Gol. rt to the Glory of Gl the Father. As if Chriſt can- 
raft ot be the ſupreme God, , becauſe the Father is glori- 
r des Med, when Men gonfeſs the Son, and pay the ſame ſu- 


reme divine Worſhip to him, as they do to the Fa- 
her; which is ſo far from being againſt his being the 
| en God, that it is the greateſt Proof of it; for 
he Father and the Son poſſeffing the ſame divine Ex- 


de my ellencies, and being one in them, tho! they be diſtinct 
; being erſons, when any Piece of ſupreme divine Worſhip 
rp, 4% 8 rig to any one of them, theſe Excellencies and Per- 


fections 


fections are glorified, which are common to each, Þy 
he thinks, that ſupreme divine Worſhip, which is pai 
to Chriſt, is paid to him by the Command and Ay 
thority of the Father; and that this detracts from th 
ſupreme Deity of the Son: which is ſo far from beit 
an Argument againſt his ſupreme Deity, that it zu 
great Proof of it; for it would bè altogether inconiy 
ent with the Honour and Perfections of the Father, ¶eity m 
command him to be worſhipped as Jehovah, and w.M 
der that Name, unleſs he had Perfections and ſupreme 
divine Excellencies to anſwer that Character; and be; 
Foundation for that Honour, which is conſequent ai 
his being owned as Jehovah, and many Knees boying 
to him as ſuch. Can it ever be fuppoſed, that the Fi 
ther would interpoſe his Authority in ſuch an Affair; 
or look upon himſelf glorified, upon ſupreme divine 
Worſhip's being paid to the Son, and his being own 
as Jehovah, if he was not truly poſſeſſed of the fame 
ſupreme divine Excellencies and Perfections, as the Fr 
ther is, and if he was not one with him in Nature and 

„„ 2 GT, TINT 1 
In the end of Page 52, he ſays, is he the ſupreme 
God, who 1s conſtituted, or appointed Judge by ano 
ther? Anſwer, his being conſtituted Judge, as Medi 
tor, does not hinder his being the ſupreme God, as to 
his divine Nature, nor detract from that originl 
Right, which he has, in conjunction with the Father 
and Holy Ghoft, of being the Judge of all the Earth, 
as being the one God together with them. In the next 
Page he owns, that the Name Jehovah is applied to 
_ Chriſt, 7/2.8. 13. and that the Expreſſions in the next 


Perſon 
j d ſupr. 
Wn here 
his plac 
Ned 1 F 
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Verſe are expreſly applied to Chriſt, x Pet. 2. 16. But ther in 
he endeavours to take off the Force of the Proof from Povah th 
them, for the ſupreme Deity of Chriſt; becauſe the e Jeho! 
Apoſtle ſays, it is contained in the Scripture, Beboll, en with 
lay in Zion a Corner-Stone. Hence he infers, that, iſo demo 


im car 
ſſert, t 
ff them 


ſeeing Chriſt was appointed and fixed for an Office by 
the Father, therefore he cannot be the ſupreme God 
himſelf. But here he falls into his common Blunder; 


becauſe his Ordination to the Office of Mediator * 
: 1 


(49) 


s pe brich he voluntarily undertook, to be Jehovah and 
d e ſupreme God, as to his original Character. And 
mee Remarker miſtakes where the Force of my Argu- 
beißen lies for the Proof of the ſupreme Deity of Chriſt 
it re. It lies not in this, that Chriſt was laid to be a 
ont orner-ftone in Zion, tho? his Divinity and ſupreme 
er, (city might be gathered even from that; for ſeeing 
de was appointed to the Office of Mediator by the 
prem I ather, he muſt of conſequence have all thoſe neceſ- 
d be: ry Qualifications, that are needful in order to the 
nt oo recution of fo great a Truſt; and therefore muſt be 
owing i Perſon of infinite Dignity, and truly the moſt high 
he Fi. d ſupreme God in our Nature. But that which I 
Fair; n here proving the ſupreme Deity of Chriſt from in 
div Wis place is, becauſe he is called Jehovah, And I 
»wnel ted 1 Pez. 2. 6. only to ſhew, that the Perſon, called 
ſame ehovah, 7/a. 8. 13. is the Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; which, 


he E. the Remarter's Conviction it proves; and there- 
re and re, ſeeing he bears the name Jehovah, he muſt of 


Neceſſity be the ſupreme God, as to his higheſt Cha- 
ter; whatever inferiour Character he might volun- 
rily take upon himſelf in love to Mankind, in ſuf- 
Fring himſelf to be the Corner-ſtone to be laid in 


as 0 n. Says the Remarker, if it could be ſhewn, that 
gina hriſt and the Spirit were the Jehovah, this would 
ather rove them one Perſon with the Father, and eftabliſh 
Zarth, rere Sabellianiſm. But this is gratis diffum: and I 
enen Would have Mr. Remarker to conſider, that if there 
ed w fuch a thing as a Poſſibility, that the Deity can 
next WMubliſt after one manner in Jehovah the Father, in an- 
But ther in Jehovah the Son, and in a third way in Je- 
from ovah the Holy Ghoſt ; then each of the Three may 
ſe the e Jehovah, without any of them being the ſame Per- 
01d, Ion with the other. And till this Gentleman be able 
that, o demonſtrate the Impoſſibility of this, I would have 
ce im cautious of imputing - Sabellianiſm to thoſe who 
Gol ert, that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are each 
nder; ef them Jehovah. e 
not | 


+ hinder him, who was thus ordained to an Office, 
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( 50) 

VU pon the Proof of the ſupreme Deityof Chriſt, | 
had ſaid, that he is called God expreſsly by the 4, 
poſtle ohn; and that too with ſuch Circumſtancy 
as plainly prove, that the word God is there taken j 
its higheſt Senſe, denoting the ſupreme God; becau 

it is farther ſaid, That all things were made by hin 
The Remarker tells us, that the Expreſſion di uy fp 
nifies the quite contrary z and it denotes, that th 
Perſon, di, by whom all things were made, is on 
the ſubordinate miniſterial, or inſtrumental Cauſe; 

and he ſays. moſt impudently, that all, who under 
ſtand Greek, muſt know this. In anſwer to thi, | 
refer him to Rom. 11, 36. where this very Expreſla 

2 A aurs is uſed of the Father. I hope this Remariy 
will not ſay, that he was only a ſubordinate miniſt 
rial and inſtrumental Cauſe in the Work of. Creation 

I hope the Apoſtle Paul was not guilty of a down- 

right Soleciſm, when he ſays of the ſupreme God, 

whom are all things, as the final Cauſe; becaule al 
things were di &vrs as the efficient Cauſe in that tors 

cited Text, or: sg, avlz nad; auvrs, Xo eig 0uT0Y TH Th 

7%, &c. if the Expreſſion di dur, when applied to the 

Son, imports his being the inſtrumental Cauſe only d 

all things, by the native Force of the Words, acc 

ding to the Idiom of the Greet Language, I do na 

ſee, but they muſt have that ſame Force, when they 
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145 are applied to, and ſpoken of the Father: But as tire and 
13 cannot have that Force, or Signification, when ports 
bes plied to him; ſo it is abſurd to ſay, that they imp on. A 
[4 any ſuch thing by their native Force, when they at the 
ny applied to, or ſpoken of the Son. And as to that E. od wit 
# | preſſion, that the Father created all things d 7% Were is 
ny | Tv, there is no ſuch Expreſſion in all the word of Goo erſons, 
50 where the Creation of things out of nothing are ſpo Finning. 
"2 ken of, as I have proved at large from page 291, vt the f. 
$38 page 297 of my Sermons,” to which I refer; a0 fence 
wil - which this Author ought not to have overlookel {iſ Page 
rt and I believe would not, if he had any thing to EThriſt, 
ply. What he ſays concerning the Articles being Penſe, 
ken of ( 


prefixed to he, God the Father, with whom God 8. 
0 


5 
8 9 — , __ —- \ 
. 
1 


(Ir) 


* 


riſt, . vs; and that therefore the Force of that pre- 

the A ed Article denotes the Abſoluteneſs of his, the Fa- 

danch ers Godhead 3 whereas the Article's not being pre- 
ken IIe to the Name, denoting the Son, as he inſinuates 

xc detract from his ſupreme Deity, I ſay, this is ſo 
9 bin ly, and has ſo little force of Argument in it, that 
ge Article is prefixed to beo, the Devil and God of 

at dis World, 2 Cor. 4.4. I hope the Remarkey will 

: ſay, that the Force of the prefixed Article in that 

Cause : ext denotes. his abſolute Godhead; and yet his Rea- 
Under | ning obliges him to fay ſo. Moreover, fays he, 
this,! i; very Ne, thus called God in the firſt Verſe, we 

Yrefſion Wd called the only begotten of the Father; which 
marin 1 ys he, 1s a Deſcription of him, as having his Ori- 

unite nal from him. But how is this proved, Mr. Re- 

cation 


Jarter, that the Son either has his Original, or is de- 


don ved from the Father? His being begotten of the 
od, h Wather imports no ſuch thing, as J have elſewhere 
_ al ly ſhewn ; it carries no more in it, that is under- 
t lole⸗ 


Wood by Mortals, than that the Son ſubſiſts after ſuch 
manner, which is fitteſt to be deſcribed by his being 
Weootten of the Father; which is his perſonal Pro- 
Werty, by which he is diſtinguiſhed from the Father 


& Ts 
to the 
only d 


accol- 


do nat Wer, no more implies his having his Original, or his 
n the eing derived from the Father, as to his divine Na- 
as theſ ure and Eſſence, than the Father*s begetting the Son. 
en ap ports his deriving his Being and Effence from the 
10 pore on. And whereas he inſinuates, that it is abſurd, 
2 5 hat the Son ſhould be the ſame individual ſupreme 
at El. 


od 


od with him, with whom he was in the Beginning; 


* Nac. bere is no Abſurdity in it at all, to ſay of diſtinct 
f God, berſons, that the one was with the other in the Be- 
e ſpoginning, tho? both theſe Perſons are equally poſſeſſed 
91, ; df en individual ſupreme divine Nature and 
3 4 — TITS 52 n 
oke N Page 57th, I had proved the ſupreme Deity of 


to IG 


hriſt, as being called God in a ſtrict and a proper 


be denſe, from Pſalm 45. 6. which, I proved, was ſpo- 


d Holy Ghoſt: but his being begotten of the Fa- 
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=. (53) 
ald have been rendered; and ye have been filled by 


hi 

pf a m, which is abſolutely falſe; N the preſent Tranſlation 
ature i juſt, which all, that are acquainted with the Original, 
ſas, now. Says he, filled with what? with the Fulneſs of 
ty be Godhead? He anſwers, as denoting heavenly Gifts 
ich (nd this, he ſays, is agreeable to what is ſaid, Fe,. 


. 9. Hat ye might be filled with all the Fuineſs of God, 


ty a hich Expreſſion, he ſays, is nearly. alike in Form, 
jects end, as he believes, exactly ſo in Senſe + with this. 
nite; ut as the Expreſſions are different widely in Form, 
r tht o they differ as widely in Senſe : for the Fulneſs of 
were. od is an Expreſſion of ſuch a Form, as it can admit 
mon of ſuch a Signification as this, (v/z.) that Fulneſs, 
Sub. /d. of Grace, which was predeſtinared to Believers by 
at od the Father, purchaſed by God the Son, and ap- 
to, Wplied by God the Holy Ghoſt, in the ſame manner, 
alle; as the Signification of that Expreſſion, the Grace of 
, nod may be that Grace, predeſtinated by God the Fa- 


Wther, purchaſed by God the Son, and applied by God 
che Holy Ghoſt, But it is not ſo with an Expreſſion 
Jof this Form, the Ful wESss or THE DEIT ; that im- 
ports the Fulneſs of the divine Nature, Eſſence, and 


n N. WW Subſtance; and, according to the Form of the Ex- 
uman preſſion, is capable of no other Signification. It is 
pectz, true there is a mediatorial Fulneſs in Chriſt, diſtin& 
land. from that Fulneſs of the Deity, dwelling in him; 
11s in and which it ſuppoſeth : for all thoſe Gifts and En- 
reſr ¶ dowments, beſtowed on his human Nature, belong to 
in the his mediatorial Fulneſs ; but as to theſe he depends on 
Deity another for them, , it pleaſed the Father, that in him 
t he is all this Fulneſs ſhould dwell; but as to that Fulneſs 
Ines, of the Deity, that dwells in him, as he is God, he is 
ion, bpoſſeſſed of it in the fame independent manner, that 
Ful. che Father is. And that the Apoſtle is ſpeaking of 
well Bi that Fulneſs of the divine Nature and Effence's dwel- 
n the ing in Chriſt, is plain from the Apoſtle's Scope, which 
ulnels s to exhort theſe Colgfians to adhere ſtedfaſtly to their 
y fo! BW Chriſtian Profeſſion; and particularly to the Profeſſion 
Ori. of that fundamental Doctrine of the Trinity of the di- 
ſays, me Perſons in the one divine Eſſence, v. 2. called the 


Myſtery 


| (54) 
Myſtery of God, (viz.) God the Holy Ghoſt, and 9 
the Father, and of Chriſt; in whom, he tells us, «yi | 
bid all the Treaſures of Wiſdom, &c. And again, v. e Eſſen 
he again exhorts them ſtedfaſtly to adhere to the Pro Me divin 
feſſion of Chriſt, and as they had received him, { h king uf 
zvalk in him; and particularly he warns them t bewyr i197) © 
of a pretended Philoſophy ; which would be ready 10 , 
get in them diſhonourable Thoughts of Chriſt, as if he wy 
not the ſame one ſupreme God with the Father ad, 
Holy Ghoſt. : And he intimates to them, that thi {ic vas b. 
vain Deceit, which paſt with them for Philoſophy, 
ſtood directly in oppoſition to this Myſtery of God, 
and of the Father, and of Chriſt z but he tells them 
not to regard that vain Deceit, or ſuffer themſclyg 
to be ſpoiled of the Profeſſion, or Belief of the funds Wil 
mental Doctrines of Chriſtianity 3 for whatever Opi: ere be 
nion that pretended Philoſophy might ſuggeſt to them; i 
concerning Chriſt, as not having a Subſiſtence in the 
divine Nature, as well as the Father ; and as if this 
according, to their vain Philoſophy, was impoſſible, 
and a Contradiction; yet the Apoſtle, by divine In. 
ſpiration, tells them, v. 9. that in Chriſt dwells all th 
Fulneſs of the Godhead, The impartial Part of Man. 
kind muſt judge, whether this is not agreeable to the 
Deſign and Argument of the Apoſtle. And indeed, 
unleſs all the Fulneſs of the Godhead dwelt in. Chril 
in this Senſe, he could not be God at all in a prope: 
ooo eee 
had ſaid, that by the Form of God is to be under 
ſtood the Nature and Eſſence of God. He tells us, 
that this cannot be; becauſe St. Paul determines the 
Senſe of the word Fox Mu, in the next Verſe, not to be 
the Eſſence, or Nature; but the Appearance, or ke. 
ſemblance: I ſay, he determines the Senſe quite other: 
wiſe ; for Chriſt took not on him the Appearance, 
Reſemblance of a Servant: for by becoming Man, he 
took on him the Nature and Effence of a Servant; be 
was really Man upon his Incarnation, - whoſe Nature 
and Eſſence was a Servant. Again he objects, that b 
the Form of God cannot be meant the n - 
ht eb en 
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( 55 ) 
ace of God; becauſe that is immutable, and he could 
ot be emptied of it. True, he was not emptied of 


e Eſſence, or Nature of God, ſo as to ceaſe to have 
De divine Nature; yet, by his becoming Man, and 
king upon him the Form of a Servant, he vailed the 
Wlory of his Divinity by his Fleſh, which he took in- 
W perſonal Union with his divine Nature; and volun- 
Wrcily ſubjected himſelf, and ſubmitted to a State, that 
Ws inferior to that, which he might juſtly. claim, as 
Ne was by Nature the ſupreme God, the ſame ſupreme 
Jod with the Father; and not any more obliged to 
Wbmit to the Form of a Servant, than the Father was; 


ithout his own voluntary Condeſcenſion. Again, 


s he, if Chriſt was equal with God in all divine 
Wecriections, originally equal, what occaſion could 
ere be for Paul (a rational and exact Writer) to talk 
Wi Robbery in the Caſe? Anſwer, there was this very 
eat occaſion, to ſhew the amazing Condeſcenſion of 
e ſupreme God, to take upon him the Form ef a 
Pervant, tho' his original Dignity; was ſuch, that he 
Was ablolutely equal with God, and was not guilty; of 
Nobbery, when he claimed an Equality with the Fa- 


er, as being poſleſs'd of the ſame. Nature and Per- 


Pections with him. As to the Paraphraſe he gives of 
picle words, it will appear to any, 1mpartial- Perſon, 
ow wide of the Senſe of the Text it is, that conſiders; 
Phat I have ſaid from Page 225, to Page 230 of my 
Permons; where I prove, as I think, to a Demonſtra- 
Fon, that, whatever Senſe Chriſt's exiſting in the Form 
pf God imports, it muſt carry a Senſe, that vindicates 


tie Son from the Guilt of Robbery, in claiming an 


Equality with the Father. Now, if the Remarker 


could have found out any-Senſe to affix to. theſe words; 
that. could have gained this end, ſhort of his being the 


ſame ſupreme God with:the Father in. Nature and Eſ- 
| ence, neither he nor his Friends would have paſs'd by 


is Argument, as they have done, without taking a- 
/ notice of it. Says he, would it be an Expreſſion 
tolerable, or proper to ſay, that he who is the ſu- 


his 


1 
* 


©. 
* 1 4B 


22 Le 2 — _ 


l —_— - — - =_ — =» — — 
- E 2 — — — 2 © tee — AAS IR, bilg be — — . —5 
Derr 5 — — —_— * — _ EL 3 - ot AL. _— L th ras 2 — * — 522 7 * — _—_— WD 
7 Þ . — — — F= 2 - . 2 "is — d \ a > — 5 = A + = — IT oO 
Fey . 1 125 r — q Che 2 5 — . — FE SO — Eg te 8 =, * SS — _ * ng - q 
0 Os - —— 4 £3 . is of l xe <= · - — $ oo "hb — — Wo 4 —_ -- - — : - = 
-+ Ze AMER. + SIS 4 5-6 Tf EFF By 2 3 „ ² ee LR WP ont ESE, 22 . 1 —_— 2 - e 
— Fx Mr — — —— — —— 7 8 r — IE” l b — 8 5 . 2 . 
1 2 £ 3 2 — 4 * r 5 „ — — . , * * — 2 24 — — 
3 * 2 * q > Sad «2.5 — F - 2 7 ky : —— 7 > — 2 12 2 2 2 
— 5 2 3 5 — IE 2 - a a 7 7 | . 
2 3 ; as : 


ONE c — 
= ot 
* * 2 
— 


1 


= > D 2 2 4 
1 — 3 — F = 7 — — 7 a - 4 ” 
1 . . 565 : A — * 
* *. — MM. — 
a — —— —— r 
* g n 3 AF 
n _ * Fe * 


— 


om 
_ - * 
— —— —  —— — — * 1 
- _ * * 


= Re 


9 
2 22 3 22 
N :254- © 


— . — 
—— — — - I — 


= a= Y] ES 
IV 
— — —.— 


ä nol 
* 
Do 

5 


* p * - 
=2 : * * 
3 


— 8 
. 


nify, he did not covet, or greedily catch at, (viz.) a 


| Preda, as dgnayus may poſſibly do in Heliodorus; the 


; while by that Phraſe he means only an Ambaſſador, 
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( 56-) 


his own Shape or Likeneſs ? But chis is a falſe Ch e 
laid againft the Apoſtle 3 he fays no ſuch thing that hy | very fla 


| appear ed: the word 1s vrdpyun, he exiſted in the Forn | 99 1 in 


of God; and it might very well be ſaid by the Apo 
concerning Chriſt, the ſupreme and moſt high GD 
that he exiſted in the Form of God. : 
As to that Phraſe 8 d ,es nynoaro, it cannot ſp. 


Equality with God. This was no Inſtance of Humil. 
ty and Condeſcenſion in one, who was only a Repr. 
ſentative of the ſupreme God; as they ſuppoſe, hy 
being in the Form of God only ſignifies. If this wa 
the Meaning, the Apoſtle brings in theſe words ven 
flatly, having a deſign to ſet forth the amazing Conde 
ſcenſion of Chriſt in humbling himſelf, to tell Mar 
kind; in order to perſuade them of this ſtooping Con 


deſcenſion of his, that he did not covet an Equality Ne it ca 
with God; for that is no Proof of his Humility: bu Upen 
on the contrary, it would have been an Argument of 2, whit 


moſt intolerable Pride, if he had affected an Equaliy Mature a 
with him, whoſe Repreſentative he was, if he had been o to 2 
no more, than a bare Repreſentative. But the words, e Fath 
taken in the Senſe of our preſent Tranſlation, makes le Poy 


the Apoſtle ſpeak good Senſe, and to the purpoſe, u Wy" 


he has at preſent in hand, (viz. ) to ſet forth the am. 
zing Condeſcenfion and ſtooping Grace, that Chris, 
who, as to his original State, is the great God, and 
of the fame Nature and Eſſence with the Father; aul 
did him no Injuſtice, or Diſhonour, when he aſſerted 
and claimed Equality with him, that he ſhould becom 
his Servant; and not inſiſt upon the infinitely high Claim, 
he was juſtly entitled to. This is a Proof indeed to 
the Apoſtle's purpoſe of his condeſcending Grace : 6 
that the word dpTzy49» here cannot poſſibly ſignify 


Senſe of the Place will not bear it; becauſe for the A. 
poſtle to ſay, that he who is in the Form of God, 


or Repreſentative of God, who is but a Servant, hum- 


bles himſelf wonderfully, by taking on * . 


by 


14 
7 kat ws Seek, and far below — every con- 


| herein" His natural Character, 'as a Man of Senſe; 
poster to ſpeak of him as an Apoſtle : for to be ſure; he; 
Co is in the Form of God, that is to ſay, according 


them, Who bears the Character of a Nepreſentativ 


ot ig. Ambaſſador, has the Form of a Servant already, ta- 
.) in en upon him: and therefore it can be no Condeſcen- | 
umil. n in ſuch a Perſon to take on him the — 

Repre rvant, ſeeing he is in that Form already. But for 
e, ue Apoſtle to ſay, that this is an Inſtance of Rumi. 
is we iy; that an Ambaſſador, or Repreſentative of God, 


ven mbles himſelf by not affecting, or coveting an E- 
onde. aliey witkr him, whoſe Repreſentative he is, is down - 
Mzn. ett Non-ſenſe. And yet all this is the Conſequence 
Co. chat Senſe, ths Arians put on this Text, and there- 
ality re it cannot be the true Senfe of it. 
: but Upon that Text, Jobn 10. 30. [ 4 my Father are 
ent of We, which, I ſay, muſt be underſtood of a Unity of 
al Mature” and Eſſence; ; and which I prove from Page 
{ been o to 236 of my Sermons; be remarks, that ſeeing 
vords, e Father "hath "communicated a ſupreme incontroul- 
makes ple Forer to the Bon 'herofore”no none can „ the 
tha _— M . e e Saints 
ama "4" $1 e His fd ip IK 
rift, Ao a Pigs i bas e. Kichler from 4 — of 2 
, n e, d e e rom ron Zudoral 0 Hiſerral xf E worre, 
and , epi Oed Sr dhpoytav o p HM 79 fic boo Dep. 
erted is plain from theſe words, that aha. Authors are ſhewing the Ex- 
| Flency of Chriftians 3 what ſome. d „and others might arrive. at 
coe d what all ought to ſtrive after, { os. Jan Imitation of Chriſt: 
laim, e they ihanee this Rxcellenc) from tlie infinite Dignity" of the 
ed to Peron, hem Chriſtians ſet for their Pattern, ne in ſome ee 
: Rin to ee no leſs a. 
5 10 kriſ 10 8 r of *Chrilt . e ie 1 55 © 
gnify Wſobbery te be Sgusl. with God therefore they bad good reak 170 
; the becauſe theſe only fetved to ſet A rn wh 
he A- RP aof ne Perſan of Chriſt, by imitating whom, they would fer 
God, Worth the Excellency of Chriſtians ;/ and ſeeing theſe words, £xivwoe 
dor. urdr had no tendency to do this; therefore they juſtly proceed no 
Bund Piper | A Hr the end of the 6th: Verſe, the 7th not being f for 
heir 35 | bus 1 it appears, that the Authors of that Lettef un- 
f the lerttood, 8% Uh Moro, in the fame Senfe, as out Tranſla- 


non takes Pn in. 
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(56) 
his own Shape or Likeneſs ? But this is a falſe Char 
laid againft the Apoſtle 3 he ſays no ſuch thing that 
appeared: the word is vr4pyv, he exiſted in the Fon 
of God; and it might very well be ſaid by the Apoſte 
concerning Chriſt, the ſupreme and moſt high Gl, 
that he exiſted in the Form of Gd. 

As to that Phraſe d &er»ypor iyi, it cannot ſy, 
nify, he did not covet, or greedily catch at, (viz.) 1 
Equality with God. This was no Inſtance of Humil. 
ty and Condeſcenſion in one, who was only a Rept 
ſentative of the ſupreme God; as they ſuppoſe, hi 
being in the Form of God only ſignifies. If this wy 
the Meaning, the Apoſtle brings in theſe words ver 
flatly, having a deſign to ſet forth the amazing Conde. 


Very fla 
; dered in 
t to ſpe 
Who is in 
them, 

LAmba 
a upon 
Won in ſu 
&rvant, 

Wc Apof 
] 7 that 
mbles 
ality w 


ſcenſion of Chriſt in humbling himſelf, to tell Ma. ght No 
kind; in order to perſuade them of this ſtooping Co. that S: 
deſcenſion of his, that he did not covet an Equality {re it ca 
with God; for that is no Proof of his Humility : bu Upon 
on the contrary, it would have been an Argument of e, whic 
moſt intolerable Pride, if he had affected an Equalij Nature a 
with him, whoſe Repreſentative he was, if he had been o to 2 


no more, than a bare Repreſentative. But the word, 
taken in the Senſe of our preſent Tranſlation, make 
the Apoſtle ſpeak good Senſe, and to the purpoſe, that 
he has at preſent in hand, (viz.) to ſet forth the am. 


De Fath 
pole Pov 


zing Condeſcenſion and ſtooping Grace, that Chrilt, MH * 4s tc 
who, as to his original State, is the great God, and AS Hane, 
of the ſame Nature and Eſſence with the Father; a Kr 
did him no Injuſtice, or Diſhonour, when he aſſert! Jp Pan 
and claimed Equality with him, that he ſhould becom nd what 
his Servant; and not inſiſt upon the infinitely high Claim, ſd they 
he was juſtly entitled to. This is a Proof indeed to eben, » 
the Apoſtle's purpoſe of his condeſcending Grace : hb hoiſt bir 
that the word dprzypiv here cannot poſſibly ſignify {iſMebbery | 
Præda, as dgzzyps may poſſibly do in Heliodorus; the i * 
Senſe of the Place will not bear it; becauſe for the A. . 
poſtle to ſay, that he who is in the Form of God f . b. 
while by that Phraſe he means only an Ambaſſador, arther ; 
or Repreſentative of God, who is but a Servant, hum- Btheir pur 
bles himſelf wonderfully, by taking on himſelf the NPertood, 
| Form Non tak: 


ent of 
uality 
| been 
vords, 
make 
>, that 
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-arif, 
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gnif 
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Form 


E 


ö orm of à Servant, I ſay, for the Apoſtle to ſay this, 


W very flat and weak, and far below him, even con- 
W-rcd in his natural Character, as a Man of Senſe z 


dt to ſpeak of him as an Apoſtle :- for to be ſure, he, 
Who is in the Form of God, that is to ſay, according 
chem, who bears the Character of a Repreſentative 
8 Ambaſſador, has the Form of a Servant already, ta- 
a upon him: and therefore it can be no Condeſcen- 
Da in ſuch a Perſon to take on him the Form of a 
want, ſeeing he is in that Form already. But for 
Ne Apoſtle to ſay, that this is an Inſtance of Humi- 


y, that an Ambaſſador, or Repreſentative of God, 


g mbles himfelf by not affecting, or coveting an E- 
Wality with him, whoſe Repreſentative he is, is down- 
ght Non- ſenſe. And yet all this is the Conſequence 


W that Senſe, the Arians put on this Text, and there- 
Pre it cannot be the true Senſe of it “. 555 

Upon that Text, John 10. 30. 1 and my Father are 
„ which, I ſay, muſt be underſtood of a Unity of 


Nature and Effence ; and which I prove from Page 


Vo to 236 of my Sermons he remarks, that ſeeing 
Wc Father hath communicated a ſupreme incontroul- 
ple Power to the Son, therefore none can pluck the 


* As to that Paſſage in the Letter from the Churches of Vienne 
ſnd Lyons, 64 26) £774 TO TOV Zn 2 Gp Xpο ED 
W © up D Oes cle do 0uX Gp (nov n οννν T9 £0041 doc beg, 
St is plain from theſe words, that the Authors are ſhewing the Ex- 
Scllency of Chriftians ; what ſome did, and others might arrive at, 
Id what all ought to ſtrive after, (ig.) an Imitation of Chriſt : 
Ind they inhance this Excellency from the infinite Dignity of the 
Felon, whom Chriſtians ſet for their Pattern, and in ſome reſpect at- 
Wain to a conformity to him, ſeeing he is no leſs a. Perſon, than 
briſt himſelf; who being in the Form of Chriſt, thought it no 
Robbery to be equal. with God; therefore they had good reaſon to 
Pop at theſe words: becauſe theſe only ſerved to ſet forth the infinite 
ignity of the Perſon of Chriſt, by imitating whom, they would ſet 
oth the Excellency of Chriſtians ; and ſeeing theſe words, ExEvwoey 
zvr0y had no tendency to do this; therefore they juſtly proceed no 
arther; but ſtop at the end of the 6th Verſe, the 7th not being for 


heir purpoſe. Thus it appears, that the Authors of that Letter un- 


Ferſtood, 8% Howe oy 1YnouTo, in the ſame Senfe, as our 'Tranſla- 
an takes them in. | 


| (58) 
Saints out of his hands; If by the Father's commuii 


PE bath N nd thus 
cating this incontroulable ſupreme Power to the 80 ebe ſo 
he means, deriving of it to him; as what the Son hu y;dence 
not of himſelf, and independently, as he muſt mem other it 
if he talks conſiſtently with himſelf; I then aſk WII theſe 

Gentleman, how he accounts for this ſupreme Power, ar ter 
being capable of being communicated, that is derived Mer have 
to one, who is not the ſupreme God, God by Nature, to 9 
and Eſſence? This, I believe, will puzzle a little M gemble 
philoſophical Genius. Beſides, ſays he, is not the ter the 
ther ſaid to be greater than all, excluding every othe Milne Perf 
Being, every other Perſon, from being thus great i ential! 
the ſame Senſe? Anſwer, The Father is greater tha Wiſhtelliger 


all other Beings ; but not greater than thoſe divin 
Perſons, who are the ſame- one ſupreme. Being with 
himſelf. Nor is it inconſiſtent with the Son's Equality 
with the Father, that as he is Mediator, he has hy 
People committed to him, as a Truſt from the Father 
Thus I have vindicated thoſe Texts, by which I pro 
ved in my Sermons, that thoſe Excellencies and Per. 
fections, which are peculiar to the ſupreme God, ar 


erſon p 
third, C 
ans bec 
nd Eſſe 
ou have 
hich is 
es after 
Again 


aſcribed to Chriſt, from the falſe Gloſſes, this Author, rom P 
and thoſe he copies from, puts on them, pmſelf, | 

He aſks, Page 69th, can there be three diſt inct Per- o whon 
ſons, where there is but one numerical individual Un nd who 
derſtanding and Will? To which I have anſwered, ing him 


there may, and that too even in human Perſons, fat 
any thing that we know to the contrary. And I hav 
again and again called upon the Arians to prove, tht 
this is impoſſible in the divine Nature eſpecially : that 
it cannot ſubſiſt in ſuch a various way, as to conftitut 
diſtinct and various Perſons. And tho*:none of them 
have hitherto attempted the Proof of it, but general 


rower, 
hings? 
Lapacit: 
Earth,: 
Father; 
But, as! 
dy he is 


paſt it over, as if this Controverſy was not concerned iſvine inc 
in it, whereas it is the chief thing in it; and the De- muſt of 
termination of this one Point gives the finiſhing ſtroł i Father, 
to the whole Affair. And I muſt ſay, this Authorha in Perſe 

taken a very cunning Method to rid himſelf of an ral Por 

Trouble the Proof of it might coſt him; for he tebſeſſentia] 
the wotld, that it is ſelf-evident, and needs no Prot to bimſc 
l 5 | N I 


tbe ſo complaiſant to him, as to take his word for 
Wyidence. Says he, Can one intelligent Agent, and 


nem other intelligent Agent, and a third intelligent Agent, 
tha theſe after all but be one intelligent Agent? Mr. 
were narter, you miſrepreſent the Affair; and you ei- 
rived er have not a right Underſtanding of the Matter; or 
ature e, to give your Hereſy the more countenance, you 
le u gemble it. To help you to Ideas here, you muſt 


er the Terms of the Queſtion, and ſay, Can one di- 


other ine Perſon, poſſeſs'd of the divine Nature, and all 
eat i ential Perfections, that belong to it, ſuch as infinite 
thun relligence, Power of acting, Sc. and another divine 
livin erſon poſſeſs'd of the ſame divine Nature, Sc. and 
wih third, Se. can all theſe be one God? I anſwer, they 
nal n; becauſe they are united all in the ſame Nature, 
as ls nd Eſſence, and all eſſential Perfections. Now here 
ather, ou have nothing to reply; but to ſay, it is Jargon: 
[ pr- bich is no Evidence of the Sincerity of your Inqui- 
| Per- ies after T'ruth. . 


Againſt my Proof of the Omnipotency of Chriſt, 
om Philip. 3. 21. that he is able to ſubdue all things to 
imelf, he ſays, May not this be very well ſaid of him, 


|, are 
uthor, 


t Per. o whom all Power is given both in Heaven and Earth, 
Ur ad who is made Head over all things, without ſyppo- 
vered, ing him to be the ſupreme God, who gave him this 
s, lor WW oner, and who thus made him the Head over all 
hae bings? Anſwer, In fo far as he is Mediator, and in that 
„ that apacity has Power given to him both in Heaven and 
g tha arth, and is conſtituted Head over all things by the 
Ititüte 


Father; in this reſpect he is inferior to the Father: 
But, as he is poſſeſſed of that Almighty Power, where- 
by he is able to ſubdue all things to himſelf, that di- 
vine incommunicable Attribute of infinite Power, he 
muſt of neceſſity be the ſame ſupreme God with the 
Father, in Nature and Eſſence, tho' diſtin& from him 


them 
erally 
erne 


jorhas Bn Perſon. And tho? he ſhall deliver up his mediato- 

f an) rial Power, the Power that is given him, yet that 

*. Eſſential Power, whereby he is able to ſubdue all things 
ro0 


10 himſelf, he has it independently of the Father; and 
l 12 "on 


ad thus he carries his Point very eaſily, if Men would 


- — — 
3 
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— — 


can no more be diveſted of it, than the Father c 
of his Power. The Remarker here, according to hi 


nich it 
8 tO tk 


uſual way, paſſes by all thoſe Arguments, I have «Woman 
vanced, that are unexceptionable ; and touches only yiicording 
theſe, to which he thinks he has ſome ſham Anſwer ings, l. 
and therefore I hold all thoſe Arguments, that lh manifc 
paſſes over, as to his Conviction, unanſwerable. WV ords o 
Againſt my Proof of the Omniſcience of Chrit ſngel ot 
from Fobn 21. 17. Peter ſaid unto him, Lord i\wecarcher 
know ſt all things, thou know'ſt, that I love thee, Her, the 
tells, that by the ſame Argument we may pro ite the : 


ords ; 
Wc a Cor 

joſtle h 
ven bei 
Wo. Nov 
Wut, ſay 
ot that 
t 18-fall 
Pod, th 
Whey loo 


that all true Chriſtian Believers- are the ſupreme on. 
niſcient God; becauſe St. Jobn ſays of them, Ze bay 
an Unftion from the Holy One, and ye know all thing, 
1 John 2. 20, But the Fallacy of this will appen, 
if we conſider, that in the firſt caſe, we are d irectel 
to interpret the Words of Peter to Chriſt, thou knoy: 
eſt all things, in a ſtrict and abſolute Senſe from th 
| Circumſtance, in which they are delivered, as ſtand. 
ing connected with the Words, that immediately fal 
low, chou know'ſt that I love thee; which determine 


that the preceeding Words, thou knowefſt all thing, hom ti 
are to be taken abſolutely ; becauſe the Apoſtle c. tbe 
not but be underſtood to ſpeak of a Knowledge of Rf all 7h: 
all things in an abſolute and ſtrict Senſe 3 when he ng 1 
aſcribes at the ſame time to Chriſt the Knowledge of Worth fr 
the Secrets of his Heart, and of the Truth of his Loe raw fr 
to him; which, as I have cleared in my Sermons, e knev 
a ſpecial Prerogative of the ſupreme God, Fer. i, Herved, 


Ircum| 
What R 
im fro 
dermon 
hings 
e was 
he ſam 
diator, 


10. 1 Kings 8. 39. and all this without pretending 
that he received this Knowledge from any other: 
But the Caſe 1s the very reverſe in the Inſtances the 
Remarker gives; for St. Jobn expreſily teaches, that 
that Knowledge, that Believers have of all things, | 
ſuch a Knowledge, as flows from their holy Un&tion 
by the Grace of the Spirit; which plainly. determins 
the Senſe to be limited to all thoſe things, that are 


neceſſary to their Salvation; and all thoſe things, nd cor 
the Knowledge of which are deſcribed in Scripture u Ningdo 
from th 


flow from that Unction, and of the Knowledge d 
| Poli Whic 


( 61) | 
er al nich it inſpires according to the Goſpel · Promiſe. 
to us to that other Text, 2 Sam. 14. 20. where the 
e omwan of Tetaab, ſays of David, My Lord is wiſe, 
ny cording to be Wiſdom of an Angel of God, to know all 
(wer Pings, that are in the Earth: Theſe laſt Words are 
at A manifeitly determined to a limited Senſe by the very 
; WV ords of the Text, (according to the Wiſdom of an 
brit, gel of God, not according to the Wiſdom of the 
| in earcher of Hearts, as in the other caſe) that I won- 
er, the Remarker was not aſhamed ſo much as to 
Trove. ite the Paſſage, tho? he has taken care to conceal the 
e o Vords; becauſe the very repeating of them would 
baue a Confutation of his Argument. Says he, the A- 
bing, oſtle had uſed this Expreſſion concerning Chriſt, 
ppear ven before his Death and Reſurrection, - John 16. 
rectel Ro. Now we are ſure, thou knoweſt all things, &c. 
<non-WWut, ſays he, what do they conclude from all this? 
m the ot that he was the ſupreme omniſcient God. Anſwer, 
ſtand- t is falſe ; they then did take him to be the ſupreme 
ly fol-Þpod, the ſame ſupreme God with the Father; for 
mine; Whey looked upon him to be that ſame divine Perſon, | 4 
hing, hom this Evangelift, in the firſt Chapter, tells us, was 1 


e ca tbe Beginning with God, and was God, and Creator 4 
Age of things, and who was made Fleſh, and tabernacled 4 
nen be none Men; which is the ſame thing with his coming # 
Age of Worth from God; which is the Concluſion they 4 
Loe raw from his. giving them ſufficient Evidence, that 1 
"ns, 1 e knew all things. Moreover here it muſt be ob- 4 
er. 1 Nerved, that there is no Intimation in the leaſt, nor no 14 
nding Nircumſtance from which it can be gathered, that, 0 


other: hat Knowledge our Saviour had, was derived to (i 
es the Wim from another; but, as I have fully ſhew'd in my 
„ that Ppermons from Page 252, to Page 261, he knew all 
185, Y hings independently, as the Father does, and that if 
nction de was the Searcher of the Heart, and the Reins in F 
mine {ſie ſame Senſe, as the Father is. It is true, as Me- oof 
at are Mediator, that Knowledge of things, which he hath, 
hings 0d communicates to his Servants, in promoting his 
ure to Kingdom here in the World, is ſaid to be received 
ge of rom the Father; and it is a Part of the Gifts of the 
which If 18 Spirit, 
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( 62 ) 
Spirit, which he received without meaſure: but thy 
is not inconſiſtent with his knowing independent 
himſelf all things, as he is God. This Diſtin&iq 
ſhould be. always obſerved. I would alſo remark, 
that this Author, Page ad, by a Trick, comma 
to thoſe of his Party, ſays, that I cite Fer. 17, 10 
1 Kings 8. 39. as a Proof of the ſupreme Deity q 
Chriſt ; whereas I cite theſe Texts only to proyg 


ys, is n. 
nd; dem 
is ſaid 
ee, 9 7 
t pO e. 
late On 
W maiſcie 


OC the 


that the Searcher of the Heart is the ſupreme God; ing, 0! 
and the ſupreme Deity of Chriſt I prove from his hay. MWunicate: 
ing this Perfection aſcribed to him in other Places n has n. 
Scripture; which I cite particularly. But he ſays, i unicate 
thoſe Texts be applied to Chriſt, they prove too much dge in 
for they will prove Chriſt to be the Perſon of the Fi. illus, is 
ther. I own indeed, that by proving, that that Per. WWeity. 
fection of ſearching Hearts (which is an incommu From 
cable Property of ſupreme Deity) belongs to Chriſt, ¶ indepe 


e may 
age 7 3 
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we prove too much againſt the Arians; that is 1 
ſay, we prove a great deal more than they would 
have us to do. But we do not thereby, as the I. 
marker lays, prove, that the Son is the ſame Perſa 
with the Father, We prove no more than this, that 
therefore he muſt be the ſame ſupreme God with the 
Father; which is conſiſtent enough, as has been 
ſhewed, with his being a diſtinct Perſon from him. 

I had faid for proof of the Omniſcience of Chrik, 
and that he had that divine · Perfection of knowing il 
things independently of any other, and that what it 
knew, was not by any Revelation made to him, 8 


he. was God, by any other, as the Prophets, and at Un 
ther inſpired Men knew things, that were beyond the perſon, 1 
ordinary Reach of Men ; and for this purpoſe I cited Melongs 
John 2. 25, That he knew all Men, and needed nol, he hum 
that any ſhould teſtify of Man; for be knew what uu Perl 


vine f 
ays he, 
dared v 


in Man. This he ſays is ſpoken of the Man Chil 
Jeſus. But, I ſay, it is not ſpoken of Chriſt Jeſus 31 
mere Man; it is ſpoken of the God-Man Chriſt Jeſus 


And I challenge all the Arians to give an Inſtance, moweth 
where this is ſpoken of any mere Man, or of any Au- ors 
ne Ken, 


gel, or of any, who is not the ſupreme God. bo 
| 1 4785 
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( 63 ) 


ys, is not Eliſba a plain Inſtance; I ſay, he is not. 


lend od demand of the Remarker, where any_thing like 
tin is faid of him. It is Blaſphemy in the higheſt de- 
ark ee, to aſſert any ſuch thing of any Perſon, that is 
nat poſſeſſed of the ſupreme divine Perfection of ab- 
, jo late Omniſcience, Omniſcience in the ſtricteſt Senſe, 
ity A mniſcience in the ſame Senſe, as it is applied to 
ore od the Father. Knowing the Thoughts then in any 
Coding, or Perſon; where that Knowledge is not com- 
S hay. unicated by another 5 Or where the Being, or Per- 
ces An has no need, that that Knowledge ſhould be com- 
ys, H onicated, and when the Perſon has ſuch a Know- 
much ge in and of himſelf, as is the Caſe with omniſcient 
le Fa. 


ius, is a plain and irrefragable Proof of ſupreme 


From what has been ſaid, upon Chriſt's poſſeſſing 


muni 
brit, WF independent and underived Knowledge of all things, 
is e may eaſily gather an Anſwer, to what he fays, 
would age 73d, againſt the Proof of the Omniſcience of 
e „ briſt from Revel. 2. 23. Nor is it inconſiſtent, with 
2erſon clus Chriſt's knowing all things, as God, that he, as 
„ that ediator, receives a Revelation from God the Fa- 
th the ier, to give to his Servants for the Inſtruction of his 
been hurches; and accepts of a Commiſſion from him for 
im. at purpoſe; far leſs is it inconſiſtent with the abſo- 
"hrift, ute Omniſcience of the divine Nature of the Perſon 
ng if the Son, that his human Nature, even tho' united 
hat be a perſonal. Union to the divine, ſhould be ignorant 
m, 3 WF the Day of Judgment: and it is in conſequence of 
nd 0- Wat Union, whereby theſe two Natures become one 


nd the erſon, that Ignorance of the Day of Judgment, which 
cited NMelongs only to the Principle of finite Intelligence in 
4 ni, We human Nature of Chriſt, comes to be aſcribed to 
f is Perion 3, notwithſtanding, that with reſpect tothis 
Chrit vine Nature, he knew the Day of Judgment, - But 


15 25 uns he, according to that Text, Mark 13. 32. com- 
Jeſus ared with Matt. 24. 36. But of that Day and Hour 
tance, Neth no Man, no nat the Angels, that are in Heaven, 
y An- Neither the Son, but the Father. It is obſervable, ſays 
Heede Remerker, that the Father only in his own Perſon 


ſays, 
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(6) 
is he, that knoweth the Day of Judgment. Ny 
prove it? Says he, it being expreſſly ſaid; that no Py 
ſon knew it, but the Father only. This is alſo abfy 
lutely falſe ; for this is ſaid no where expreſſly in th 


Word of God. It is ſaid expreſſiy, that no My 


knoweth it; for «ic ſignifies ſo, otherwiſe there wollt 
be a Tautology, if the Signification of 95 were y 
Perfon ; for if no Perſon knew that Day, the Ange, 
being Perſons, needed not be excepted, being already 
excluded by the Term no Perſon: The Subſtantin 
therefore, that agrees to sd, is avpwror z ſo that al 
that are excluded from knowing this Day, are mer 
Men, the Angels, and the Perſon of the Son, as fu 
as he is Man, or conſidered with reſpect to his humm 
Nature; and in regard of that Principle of finite In. 
telligence, which belongs to his Perſon. But neithe 
the Son, as God, nor the Holy Ghoſt, who are bath 
poſſeſſed of the ſame Principle of infinite Intelligence 


that is in the Father, are excluded: and therefore, 


which is very obſervable, the Evangeliſt Matthew er 
cludes only Men, and Angels, from knowing this Day 
and makes no mention of the Son as excluded; whit 
plainly ſhews, that by theſe Words, my Father only, 
he meant only to exclude created Perſons : for though 
there was a Reſpect, in which the Son might be et 
cluded, from knowing that Day, (viz.) as far, as hi 
Perſon had any thing created, belonging to it, and 


accordingly is by the Evangeliſt "Mark ſo far excl. 


ded ;- yet as there was another Reſpect, in which be 


could not be excluded, from knowing that Day (v2, 


as he was God; therefore the Evangelift Mati bet dots 
not mention the Son as at all excluded ; but only Men 
and Angels. But ſays the Remarker, there is a Gt 
dation, firſt it is ſaid no Man, Sc. then he except 


Angels, as ſuperiour Beings z then the Son himlelh, 


as above them. But in my way, the Gradation and 
Force of the Text is loſt, I anſwer by no means} 
for tho? we underſtand our Saviour, ſpeaking of him: 
ſelf only with reſpe& to his human Nature; yet tbe 
| Gradation 


e F Sradatio 
where does the Remarker learn this? How can M man d 
r tho? ( 
elf, is 
ſupre 
Angels: 
entho' 
s huma 
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| 1 | 

N, adation is not thereby loſt, when he mentions his 
an HM man Nature after Angels, as being above them; 
o Nr tho! our Saviour's human Nature, conſidered by 
ab elf, is doubtleſs inferiour to the Nature of Angels, 
in Ming a real human Nature; yet conſidered as united 
Mu ſupreme Deity, it is on that account above the 
woll ngels : and therefore the Gradation is preſerved, 
re en tho! we underſtand our Saviour, ſpeaking only of 
nel, is human Nature, ſeeing it was united to his divine. 
ready Moreover, to clear that Text, Matt. 24. 36. where 
anti is ſaid, But of that Day and Hour knoweth no Man, 


hat I 10 the Angels of Heaven, but my Father only; let it 


men e obſcrved, that the Term Father, applied to the 
as fur city, ſignifies not only the firſt Perſon of the Tri- 
wma iy, as ſtanding related to God the Son, who was 
te In. Megotten of him by an eternal and ineffable Genera- 
either Won ; but alſo it is uſed to ſignify the Creator and 
e bob MWuthor of things. In this laſt Senſe, all the Perſons 
gend f the Trinity ſtand related to the Creature, as their 
fore) rather; and therefore we ſee that the Lord Jeſus 
v e hriſt, the only-begotten of the Father, conſide- 


; Day; cd as the Creator of things, is expreſſly termed 


which he everlaſting Father, Ja. 9. 6. and Believers 
r only, re ſaid to be born of the Spirit, John 3. 5, 6. 
houph they are ſaid to be begotten of the Father of 
be e. ur Lord Jeſus Chriſt. In this Senſe, the divine 
as hs Nature of Chriſt is the Father, becauſe the Creator 


t, and f his human Nature: and in this Senſe each of the 


exclu- erſons of the Trinity, as they ſtand related to the 
ich E Hreature, either in a natural or ſpiritual Senſe, is their 
(ether; as I had occaſion to ſhew Page 417, 418 
v doe f my Sermons, And in this Senſe, the Lord Jeſus 
y Men Chriſt, as Man, tells his Diſciples, that he aſcended 
Gn. ito his Father, and their Father, to his God, and 
xcepts ¶ their God; that is, to the one God, ſubſiſting in three 
mſel, WWPcrſons ; who were equally the God and Father of 
on and E Chriſt, as to his human Nature, as they were the 
jeans Cod and Father of his Diſciples. Thus we plainly 
f him. (ee, that the term Father is taken in a Senſe in Scrip- 
iet the Bi tare, denoting the one ſupreme God, ſubſiſting in 
dation il = K thrae 
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preme Being, ſubſiſting in three Perſons; each d 


FF 


theſa three divine Perſons, he was created, as he ws 


(6660 
three Perſons, the Author and Creator of all thing; . only | 
and I humbly conceive it is to be taken in this Senft ry juſt! 


in the Text before us. So that the Senſe comes ou On tt 
to be this: But of that Pay and of that Hour knoy. WM, ) bir 
eth no Man, no not the Angels of Heaven; that is Mr ir is; 


no Creature knoweth of that Day, or of that Hour, 


AN rr OL en | d preſe 
but my Father : that 1s, the TRTuxz Gop, the ſu. 1 


left to 
ut if Re 

ell ſee, 
are uf 
on He 
0% te, 
er's Po 

ather's 
b long, 
ings b. 
ourſelf 
nent on 


— 


whom ſtand related to me, as far as I am a Creature, à 


neither the Son, as he is God, nor the Holy Ghoſt at 
excluded fro m knowing that Day and Hour; far lk 
the firſt Perſon of the Trinity, becauſe all theſe ſtand 
related to the human Nature of Chriſt, as a Father 
that is, Creator; by whoſe common Omnipotence 
I mean by the Omnipotence, common to each oi 


Man. But, fays the Remarker, how can it be true 
what our Saviour ſays of himſelf, that he knew nd 


the Day of Judgment, ſeeing he knew it as God, kt e princ 
could not ſay in truth, that he was. ignorant of it Dccafior 
The Anſwer to this is eaſy for, if he was ignorant Put does 
of the Day of Judgment with reſpect to any intell, qually 
gent. Principle in his Perſon, he might with the gre f the 8 
eſt Truth affirm of himſelf, that he knew. not tht hreforvi 
Day; and might as well ſay of himſelf, that he knes s ſuck 
not that Day, as he could ſay of himſelf, that he wa theſe 
weary, : for, as when Wearineſs is aſcribed to the WPower: 
Perſon of Chriſt, the Meaning is not, that his divine nd can 
Nature Was affected with that neaſineſs 3 ſo when it r ity: 
is ſaid of him, that he was ignorant of the Day ou. a h 
Judgment, the Meaning is not, that his Diyine Ne derſtaric 
ture was liable to that Imperfection, or that the tains al 
Knowledge of that Pay was hid from the Principle 0! the W. 
infifite Intelligence, that was in him, as he is God; Word 
but the Meaning only. is, that the Knowledge of that with ſc 
Day was hid from the Principle of finite Intelligence Refuge 
which is in him, as he is Man; yet as that finie it from 
Principle belongs to his human Nature, united by * the Cos 
periona] Union with his divine, that which is pecu: in this 


lar 


F 

ag only to it, is affirmed of his whole Perſon; and 
elle Ty juſtly 9 eee e ok | 1085 

$ Ou On that Text, Col. 1. 17. He is before all things; 
non. by bim all things conjiſt : He ſays; the plain Senſe 

at 1;, r it is; that God created all things by Jeſus Chriſt; 
Jona preſerves all things by him too; But the Reader 
ic ſu. WW left to find out the Plairineſs of this Senſe Himſelf.” 
ch of Wt if ke never To ſuperficially look into the Context; 
re, ell ſee, that all things conſiſt by Chriſt himſelf, that 
Thx , are upheld and preſerved by him in their Being. 
it ar On Heb. 1. 3. Upbolding all things by the Word of Bis ' 
ur er; he ſays, this may be underſtood of the Fa- 
ſtand er's Power; that Chriſt upholds all things by the 
"ather RF: ther's Power. How now, Mr. Remarker ! It is not 
tence, WW long; ſince you ſaid; that the Father upholds all 


tings by Chriſt; and here you ſay, that Chriſt up- 


© Vas odds all things by the Father. Have you not forgot 
true, ourſelf here ? Is the Father turned to be an Inſtru- 


nd Bent only in the Son's hand, by whoſe Power he, as 
d, It e principal Cauſe; ſuſtains all things; as on another 


Occaſion, you ſay; the Son is in creating all things? 
zut does not your Reaſon tell you, that both theſe are 
Iqually abſurd 3 and neither the Father can make uſe 
$f the Son, as 4n Inſtrüment, either in creating or 
reſerving :- nor can the Son make uſe of the Father, 
s ſuch in theſe Works. But whoever is concerned 
theſe truly divine Works, muſt exert that almighty 
Power; Which is incommunicable to any Creature, 
Ind cannot ſubſiſt in any Subject inferiour to ſupreme 


zorant 
ntelll 
oreat- 
that 
knex 
le Was 
0 the 


livine 


hen it NMDeity. However, I perceive your Tutor has glven 

ay 0 Bron. a hint here; that avrs makes it neceſſary to un- 

N. erstand it of the Son's own Power, by which he ſu- 

t the ans al! things; and not of the Father's. And that 

ple 0! the Words are not capable of that Senſe; unleſs the 

God: word had been dvr# without the Aſpiration; and 

f that with ſomething of 4 Reluctancy you fly to your old 4 

rence, Ref Wee N «ply . 

cnc Refuge, that, whatever Power the Son hath; he hath 1 
vol: n from the Father. But pray, is there any thing in 4 
oy * the Context, that countenances this? Is it ſaid, either : 

pct in this Context, or in any other place, that that — 
Js 9 Power, 1 
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able diſtinguiſh between the Power of Chriſt, which 


where they are met in his Name, ſuitable Grace; 


| here he talks very ſtrangely, and tells us, that the Fa- 


— 


(668) 5 
Power, by which God the Son upholds all things, \ 
either not his own, or given to him by another? Wil 
the Remarker never get it drove into his head, to hy 


reby 3 8 
Wrnity,'/ 4 
iſt, befc 
ry Supp 


is eſſential to his divine Nature in the Text unde Wh that Ci 
Conſideration, called Jwapw, and that t{xoix, which Milfort Succe 
was given of the Father to him, as Mediator; where. Ne inconſi 


by in that Character, he has a Right to diſpoſe of all WF Againſt 


things in Heaven and Earth, for the Benefit of hi 
Church, and gathering in of his Elect. | 


2 on th: 
With the! 


I had proved the Omnipreſence of Chriſt fron id God, is 
Matt. 18. 20. Where two or three are gathered together ¶bſequen 


in my, Name, there am Tin the midſt of them, If Chrit ho bath 


be in the midſt of his. People, wherever they are g. i caſy ; t. 
tiered together, I think the Conſequence is plain e. Mediat 
nou xh, that he is Omnipreſent. As to the manner Wi ſuch : 


conſiſt; 
0d, as 
He fa 
ame yeſt e 
ePerſot 
dn, app 
at Jeſu: 
ot his 

ter Set 
lare the 
ify'd is 
hriſt f 
e | Ser? 


reach, 


of 1.1; poſſeſſing Space, when he is in the midſt of hi 
People, it is not at all concerned in the Queſtion; 
but to be ſure, the Meaning cannot be, that his hv 
man Nature is in the midſt of them, whether, as to 
that, he comes to the World, or leaves the World; 
yet. there is room left for his being preſent with his 
People; not by a bare eſſential Preſence, whereby 
he fills all things together with the Father and Holy 
Gaoſt 3 but alſo with a gracious Preſence, putting 
forth, and communicating to his People in all places 


and working graciouſly upon them in the various 
Places, where, they are met. And ſeeing he operates 
in all theſe various Places graciouſly, he muſt be 


there, according to the known Maxim, Bic agere, fi- Wn order 
M ( 15 338 nuſt pr 
H next proceeds to the Eternity of the Son; and ſion, ar 


ot hin 
ther alone is without any Original and Cauſe of his 
Exiſtence ; and yet he ſeems to inſinuate, that for all ſend no 
that the Son may be eternal in a proper Senſe, tho 
he be the Effect of a Cauſe without himſelf z which is 
a. flat Contradiction: for wherever there is an Effect | 
produced, that did. not exiſt before, Time commenca Faith, 
| up 18 0 thereby; Ml 


As. 


. N 
* 12308 
——— 
— 


—— — - 
— — nn —__ PI * 
— —- . - 
» £3: Wk e . 
* — 8 Ri; * - = 
- 9 — 
- - * — ＋ 
A pe 
— 2 » 2 44 > Tu. — 
2 - — l eto er” - 


out being carried about with divers and ſtrange Dye 


* = 
— be - Er 3 * — 2 
— — I — 2 - =. 4 E 4 2 4 — C 
<<» 2 — * . — — : = « © 4.3088 - Sr 2 = d \ | 
_ p l ie WELL 828 5 . 8 : | th 
: — — W _ — . -" — — e = — . — — . a l \ 
- * 23 3 2 — OT 1 — r << Eg - jj" EC I nt 7 % + * 2 r 2 5 22 — . 
_ = . - "—— x * — p 3 * 4 Sx. » R 8 75 r # 3 & 3 5 Pg 1 * 4 - - — 3 — n * 
: +5 Su. 5 : = 3 * r 4 8 — i . — 4 : : * 
- 2 : — - + > 2-0 CES we 2 — 8 > F 3% - 2 _— — 3 2 * — -5 - * c - —ͤ— — * 2 ů*— —— —— = 1 
— > * D z 3 = —— - — by = i — > —— x... . * r = Ac = = —_ - 8 o 
- 5 2 2 A — a w O_ — % — w- * * i * n 
—̃ä — — — 2 2 * . 7 t - ' | : | 
— — A — I 5 — RN * * - —_— 2 
y - * — - — - a a 
* 


RE: 
< + 
3 1 
— . —˙ ge gt ene nl a 
e . * = x — 
_ = 
%; 


— 2 88 DI ue i f 
— — _ - —Þ > 
— = — — > K = a 
PFF 
x — = - 2 * 8 —— 5 8 
— 3 — = —— 
—— * EINE EE: — -*E 
ng * 7 am - aw — 
bay 2 8 
— * . 
— — ——— l. ¶ ͤͥW»l ien  —- = 
N 
1 : 
b 
% 
7 
” 
. 
- 
x — 


(70) 
and Iſſue ſuch a Practice had: and as it had a 900 
and happy Iſſue to their Guides; ſo; if they did im 
tate them, and follow their Faith ſtedfaſtly, wig 


mmunic: 
as the 
r to fu 
ich is r 
dre be 
herent - 1 
on- Entit 
falſe, w 
e does 
ſupren 
ediately, 
what N 


trines, ſuch a Practice ſhould have the ſamey End, a 
Iſſue, with reſpect to them; for theyſer ved the ſam 
unchangeable Maſter Jeſus Chriſt, who is the ſame ti 
day, yeſterday; and for ever. And as he had mail 
good his faithful Promiſes to their faithful Guides; f 
if they were his faithful Servants, and followed then, 
as far as they were Followers of Chriſt; they ſhoull 
have his Promiſes as faithfully made good to then; 


. Pt ee ures a f 
Page 79th, he ſpeaks of a mediate and immediat he co 
Making of the World; a Diſtinction, that has neithe +" that 
any Foundation in Philoſophy, or Divinity. I ver to 
Light of Nature teaches, that all things were creati its in t 
by the ſupreme Being immediately, that is, withou any ot 
iny Inſtrument in the Hand bf that Almighty PO... 18 in 

peculiar only to ſupreme Deity, *Tis true; the Lire th! 
of Nature knows nothing of that Myſtery of the Sb Natur: 
ſiſtence bf ſupreme Deity in the three Perſons of the ſu 
Trinity, Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt: The Know if th: 
ledge of this is drawn from the ſupernatural ReHinciple 
lation, which teaches; that all theſe three Perſons! Powe 
were equally concerned in the immediate Productiu N there 
of things out of nothing; by the Exertment of He; tl 
almighty Power, common to each Perſon; and 1t- Mich is 
herent in the Eſſence of the Godhead, and Deity, n, by 
ſubſiſts equally in each of them. The Light of N edhead 
ture teaches, that it is as glaririg an Abſurdity, a" diſce 
Contradiction in the Nature of things; to ſay; th God 
the ſupreme Being communicated a Power of creating "ve in 

to one infinitely inferiour to himſelf : whereby fuch! eaſon 
dependent derived Being was unable to create other en ma! 
| Beings out of nqthing; as it would be to ſay, that But, 

communicated a Power to things, while they were jet tof n 

in a State of Non-Exiſtence, of creating themſelves : lain fr 

For things in a State of Non-Exiſtence; that is to fay/ ent te 
riſt, 


nothings, are Subjects as capable of having this Power 
5175 „ coll? 


( 72 ) 


mmunicated to them, and as capable of exerciſing 


6 900 


dim as the higheſt, conceivable Being is, that is inferi- 
wi to fupreme Deity : and that Almighty Power, 
Dol ich is neceſſary to the Creation of things, can na 
d, are be inherent in a finite Subject, than it can be 
e fun erent in, and exerciſed by et which is a mere 
meu on-Entity: from whence it plainly follows, that it 
mad ale, what this Author ſays, that the Light of Na- 


e does not determine this Point, (viz.) whether 
- ſupreme and ſelf-exiſtent God created the World 
ediately, or immediately, But, ſays the Kemarker, 
what Method will this Author prove, that it re- 
ires a greater Power to make a finite World, than 

he communicated to another? To which I an- 
er, that I. can prove, that it requires a greater 


es; f 
them; 
ſhoul 


them. 


1ediat 
e1the 

The 
reated 
'1thout 


ifs in the Worl than what can be communicated 
any other, or than any other can be poſleſſed of, 


Power at is inferiour to the ſupreme God: I ſay, I can 
Lite ore this by the ſame Medium, by which the Light 
e Sb Nature diſcovers the eternal Power and Godhead 
of Me the ſupreme Being by the things that are made; 
Know r if the things, that are made, according to the 
Rene inciples of the Light of Nature, diſcover | the eter 
erſons il Power, and Godhead of the ſupreme Being; or 
udtion t there is a God at all,. I mean a God in a proper 
of tha aſe; then the Creation of things by Jeſus Chriſt, 
nd in luch is revealed in Scripture, is a very clear Medi-- 
y, that „by which we may diſcern his eternal Power and 
of N odhead ; z eyen as clear a Medium, as that, 'by which 
. mae diſcern, that there is any ſupreme Being, that is, 
that; y God at all; and if this Medium ſhould prove de- 


"eating Ilive in one Caſe, it may with the ſame parity of 
ſuchteaſon prove fo in the other; and if ſo, we Plainly 

. other en make an Atheiſt of the Arian.. 1 

hat he But, ſays he, that this Power, of creating things 

re yet of nothing, may be communicated to another, is 

elves : lain from divine Revelation; for the New Teta. 

to ſay) ent tells us, that God created all things by Jeſus 
Power hriſt, and that God by his Son — the _ 
com: ut 
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wer to Create a. 78 thing, even the leaſt Atom, that 
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this Work by him, I abſolutely deny: And av 


{ages in divine Revelation, by whieh it is pretends 
to be proved, that a Power of creating is communi 


ing faid to lead them alſo, it is nothing at all to his put 


afcribed to Jeſus Chriſt, which is peculiar to ſupreme 


(7) 

But im anſwer to this, I deny, that it is any wh 
aſſerted in the Seriptures, that the Father created, thy 
is, brought things out of nothing into Being by l 
Son Jeſus Chriſt. That Jeſus Chriſt brought thing 
out of nothing into Being, I have largely provel 
but that it is ſaid any where, that the Father effeq 


ſaid ko 
it ſho! 
hre there 
is ſaid 
or of tf 
r from 
at the? 
ke his be 
conſtit 
ent wi 
rves, fe 
hrift, tl 
er it u 
des this 


theſe two Texts Eph. 3. 9. where it is ſaid, hat Cy 
created all things. hy Feſus Chriſt; and Heb. 1. 2. thy 
by. him he made the Morlds; which are the only Pi 


cated to another, who is hot by Nature the ſuprens 
God: I fay; as to theſe Texts, I have plainly prot 
in my Sermons from Page 288 to 29%, that they d 
not at all ſpeak of the natural Creation, or of 'thy 
Creation, whereby things are brought out of a Stat 
of Non-exiſtence” ift Being; but of a ſupernatuti 
Creation, whereby Men are renewed and ſanctified ion wit 
and conſequently can: be no Proof, that a Power d 
oreating things, that is; bringing them out of a Stat 
of - Non-exiſtenee” into Being, can be communicate 
to: or ſubſiſt in any Perſon, or Being, who is not the 
ſelf-exiſtent andi ſupreme God, God by Nature. Bu 
concerning what I have there ſaid on theſe Texts, th 
Author wiſely remarks nothing at all; though dh 
miglit have expected an Anſwer to what I have 0 
fered upon them fince the Controverſy turns ſo muth 
upon it. 4 L T1979 105 N es 2 $36} 5 | | 
As to the Inſtance he gives Page 80, of the Lord" 
being ſaid to lead the People alone; and Moſes bt 


poſe, the Caſe is ſo very differents for Moſes's Ads 
of leading them were of à different, infinitely diff 
rent, Nature, from the Acts performed by Jehoval 
in leading them: but here the ſame Act of Creations 


Deity ; whereas the Acts of leading; wherein Maſe 
was concerned, were ſuch as were competent t0 
Creature. As to-theſe Texts Col. x, 15. where Chrit 


Cl: 
* 


ol / 1 
* 4 * X. 
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, ? 


who aid to be the Firſt-born of every Creature, &c:-or, 
d, it ſnould be tranſlated, he, that was begotten, be- 
by Ire there Was any Creature; and Revel. 3. 14. where 
thine is ſaid to be the Beginning, or the Origine or Au- 
rovelWor of the Creation of God: I ſay, theſe Texts are ſo 
ffectoſ r from detrafting from the ſupreme Deity of Chriſt, 


d as U 


+ e his being ſaid to be ſent to reveal the Will of God, 
- tl conſtituted and appointed Heir of all things incon- 


7 Paſ 


ent with it; as I ſhew'd again and again, as re- 
tende 


ting him as Mediator only, The fan Anſwer 


1muiWryes, for what he ſays againſt the Dominion of 
prevefWMhriſt, that it is given to him; and that he muſt de- 
proviiMrer it up, (viz.) his mediatorial Dominion. But be- 
ey es this mediatorial Dominion, he has a natural, an 
f 5 riginal - and underived Dominion in conjunction 
4 Stat 


ih the Father and Holy Ghoſt, founded in his being 


natur e ſupreme God, Creator and Preſerver in conjun- 
tified ion with them z and therefore, with reſpect to that 


wer df 
1 Stats 
nicate 
not the 
e. But 


Kiture, which is diſtinguiſhed from his Fleſh, or 
uman Nature, he is ſaid to 'be God over all bleſſed 


im, and through him, equally, as they are of, and 
trough the Father, they muſt be alſo to him, as 


ts, nühuch, ab they are to the Father. Met 
h de He comes next to the Head of religious Worſhip. 


we ol. 
5 much 


Lords 
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lis put- 
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Aiffe. 
ehoval 
ations 


had proved the ſupreme Deity of Chriſt from this, 
pat religious Worſhip was paid to him, and claimed 
him. But ſays the Remarker, the religious Wor- 
hip, that was paid to Chriſt, was by the Appoint- 
nent of another, and by the Command of the Fa- 
ber, This, I have already ſhewed, does not dero- 
ate froth the ſupreme Deity, of Chriſt, that he was 


Iivine Worſhip by the Appointment of Heaven; no 
nore than it derogates from the ſupreme Deity of the 


preme ather, that he is worſhipped by the ſame Authority 
Fe Th ſupreme ;and divine Worſhip. For, as I have 
SY newed, the Command of the Son, to worſhip the 


ber with ſupreme divine Worſhip, lays as ſtrong 
HE} L | an 
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r ever, Rom. 9. 3. And ſeeing all things are of 


jorſhipped with the higheſt Acts of ſupreme religious 
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follow, that the Son is a mere Creature, becauſe in. 


28) 1 
an Obligation on Creatures, to worſhip him in thy 
manner, without derogating. from the Deity of the 
Father ; as the Command of the Father obliges Cres. 
tures to worſhip the Son with ſupreme divine Wor. 
ſhip, without detracting in the leaſt from his ſuprem: 


onour 
vould th 
ffected | 
7 be pa 
al Cha! 
vithſtan 


Deity. And any of the Perſons of the Trinity in WM. :deſce 
Honoured and glorified, when their Command is o haracte 
bey'd, in worſhipping any-of the ſacred Three: th WM. of 2 


Father is glorified, when at his Command, the Sa 
is worſhipped with the ſame ſupreme Honour, that 
is paid ti himſelf; and fo is the Son, when the F 
ther is worſhipped at his Command. Nor does i 


Agair 
om the 
Order o 
s that 
given te 


feriour Worſhip is due to him, as he is a Creature; paid 
as this trifling Author weakly inſinuates: for though nother 
he has a human Nature, which is the Object of civil ord J 
Worſhip, and therefore inferiour Worſhip, yet tht ich be 
by no means hinders him, from having the divine Wrticul 
Nature united to that in a ſtrict perſonal Union; o be t. 
which renders him as juſtly the Object of ſupreme di ipped 
vine Worſhip, as the Father. ES that pal 
But he comes to anſwer particular Inſtances; an object 
thinks fit to drop thoſe, that I advanced from tit W-nends 
Old Tyſtament, for the Proof of Chriſt's ſupreme him tha 
Deity ; and puts all off with a Citation from D. tempt o 
Bennett, importing, that Meſſengers in thoſe Fa Avail 
put on the Air and Character of thoſe, that ſent them; thing 3 
and were treated, and ſpoke to after the ſame man. ¶ ¶ Senſe te 
ner, as if their Conſtituents themſelves had been pre-. Worſhi 
ſent. The contrary of which is plain from Abrabans MM were u; 
Meſſenger, whom he ſent to negotiate in a Treaty vWF Ghoſt, 
Marriage for his Son Jaac, Gen. 24. where the Ser. Nature 
vant all along keeps himſelf in the Character of ſuch ſei 
Servant; and neither ſpoke himſelf, nor was he ſpobe to the 

to, as if he had been the Prince; tho? he was all the ſtrange 
while acting for him, and in his Name: fo that u vine H 
thoſe days Maſters knew as well to diſtinguiſh be- to Chr 
twixt themſelves, and Servants, as they do at th! Whitby 
day. And as Abraham's Servant did not ſtep 1800 


ſhut of 
the ſame Station with his Maſter, nor affect the ſame © 
| | HFonoui 
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onour, that was due only to his Prince; ſo far leſs 
vould the Meſſenger, or Angel 2 Covenant, have 
ffected ſupreme divine Honours, and ſuffered them 
be paid to him, 1f he had not indeed in his origi- 
al Character been himſelf the moſt high God: not- 
vichſtanding he had, for the Benefit of Mankind, 
ondeſcended voluntarily to take upon him an inferior 


Wharafter, even the Form of a Servant, and Charac- 


er of a Meſſenger. | Fa 
Againſt my Proof of the ſupreme Deity of Chriſt 
om the Command given to the Angels, the higheſt 


s that Worſhip ſupreme, which is appointed to be 
ven to Chriſt at a particular time by another, that 


mother? I anſwer, that it was not fit, that the 


ich be worſhipped, as the ſupreme God, before the 
particular time, that he was manifeſted, and reveal'd 
to be the ſupreme God: but he was not only wor- 
ipped by one Act of ſupreme divine Worſhip at 
that particular time; but he continues ſtill to be the 
Object of ſupreme divine Worſhip to all reaſonable 
dependent Beings to Eternity. And ſuch as deny 
him that Honour, ſhall give an Account of their Con- 
tempt of him one Day. hes iy 
Againſt 'my Proof from Matt. 2. 11. he offers no- 
thing; but tells us, it is inconſiſtent with common 
Senſe to take the word Worſhip for ſupreme religious 
Worſhip. But if we conſider, how theſe wiſe Men 
were under an extraordinary Impulſe of the Holy 
Ghoſt, and might thereby be inſtructed of the divine 
Nature of the Child Jeſus, though he had not given 
ſuch ſenſible Proofs of it as yet, as he afterwards did, 


to the Conviction of the World, it will not appear 
ſtrange, that they worſhipped him with ſupreme. di- 


vine Honour, As to other Inſtances of Worſhip paid 
to Chriſt, he refers for an Anſwer to them to Dr. 


Whitby:and Dr. Bennett. He ſeems to be glad to get 
ſhut of them himſelf, If he had borrowed, any of their 


L 2 | | Argu- 


Order of dependent Beings, to worſhip him, he ſays, 


paid him by the Order, and at the Command of 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the ſecond Perſon, ſhould, as 


PP WS 
Arguments, I ſhould have conſidered them. But he 
mult know, that neither his, nor their Authority cy 
be admitted as an Argument in this caſe: That ciyj 
Worfhip was paid to Kings, and great Perſonages, hy 
bowing the Knee, or Proſtration by the Eaſten 
Countries, as well as by the Weſtern, is not the Point 
in controverſy. What he ought to have proved i; 
that that Worſhip paid to Chriſt, was civil Worſhyp 
only; and anſwered my Arguments for the Proof d 
its being ſupreme divine Worſhip. 
The Remarker tells us, that thoſe Inſtances of Wor: 
ſhip, believing, and truſting in Chriſt, and praying iſconteſt: 
to him, may be paid to him, without ſuppoſing hin MW 
to be the ſupreme God, who ſent, commiſſioned, and 
gave him for the purpoſes of our Salvation. If by 
this he means, that theſe Acts of Worſhip may be 
aid to him, without ſuppoſing him to be the ſupreme 
| God the Father, I grant it; but if he means, that 
they may be paid to him, without ſuppoſing him to 
be the ſupreme God, the Son, I deny it abſolutely: 
for, as I have proved at large, theſe Acts of Wor- 
ſhip terminate upon ſupreme divine Excellencies; and 


oy Ch 
e look 
erfectii 


a Believer cannot exert one Act of Faith in Chriſt in or to ei 
a right Manner, without conſidering him as poſſeſſed ſivine 1 
of ſupreme divine Excellencies, otherwiſe his Faith ihe Fatl 
and Truſt are placed on a wrong Object: and there Nut a Pe 
fore ſuch Acts, having ſupreme divine Excellencis Meſtitute 
for their Object, muſt be ſupreme divine Worſhip, Mnfit to 
as high as can poſſibly be paid to the Father. ot had 


Page 88, he cites two Paſſages from the Rer. ever k 


that, I think, quite deſtroys his Scheme. The firk Neceſſat 
is Revel. 5. 11, 12, 13. Aud I bebeld, and beard ih Nele of 3 
Voice of many Angels round about the Throne, Cc. ſuy- his Av 
ing, with a loud Voice, worthy is the Lamb, that wa N iateree 
ſlain, to receive Power, and Riches, and Wiſdom, and 4 ob 


uma 
no oth 
curing 
in bees 


Strength, and Honour, and Glory, and Bleſſing ; and 
every Creature, that is in Heaven, Ec, heard I, ſayitt, 
Bleſſing, and Honour, and Glory, and Power be uno 
him, that fitteth upon. the Throne, and to the Lamb fot 
ever and ever, Are not the ſame Acclamations there 

. 9 | | ga 
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ably be able to diſcern th Diſparity of the caſe, ag 
interceed for him with his Father, from a Belieys 


the Father; and cannot but be ſenſibly touched yi 


preme Deity, and deſends the Rights of the Majh 
of Heaven; for theſe are very different things, to l 
poſſeſſed of ſupreme Deity, as the Son is, and to ſi 
tain the Character of ſupreme Deity in defending it 
Rights, according to the Oeconomy of Salvation; 
for this is the Father's Part only by a voluntary A 
greement among the Perſons of the Trinity, and th 


my, but acts another Part, which is aſſigned him h 


, as much in need, that he ſhould be the ſupreme God, 
in order to execute it duly ; as that Part, that the F- 
ther acts in the Oeconomy of Grace, requires, that lt 
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ſupreme God by Nature, of executing that 1 


e volunt 
e Methc 


her. 4 
m to im 


Perſon's employing the Son of an earthly Prince 


$80 


employing the Son of God, to interceed for him vi 


the Blaſphemy of the Author of the Compariſon, if 17? 
| Thad faid, that the Father is the Perſon of the Til” © 
nity, who ſuſtains the Character of ſupreme Den]: oh 
and maintains the Rights of the Majeſty of Hearn © 0 
Hence he infers, then, ſays he, as this Conceſſion a Perlot 
lows, the Son does not ſuſtain the Character of ,,i* Pur. 
preme Deity in the Oeconomy of Salvation. Hen 4 
obſerve an Arian Trick in the Remarker; he ſhould * dy 


have ſaid, which is all that I allow, that the Son i 
not the Perſon in the Trinity, according to the Oc 
nomy of Salvation, who ſuſtains the Character of ſi 


rved 1n 
ark it, 
Perſc 
ay, by 

ow whe 
ed 1n 
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Part, that he acts in the Oeconomy of Salvation: = 2: 
but tho? the Son does not act this Part, to defend the = 


Rights of ſupreme Deity in that voluntary Oeco . 


had be 
bat by: 
& that 

o the el 
e Son 

inates 
in that ( 


that ſame voluntary Oeconomy ;— yet for all that 
he is the ſame ſupreme God with the Father : andthe 
Part, that the Son acts, according to this Oeconomy, 
equally demonſtrates his ſupreme Deity ; and ſtand 


ſhould be the ſupreme God in order to execute it, and A | 2 
defend the Rights common to all the three Perſons: . f. 
and conſequently it muſt be horrid preſumptuous Ar: = Sig 
rogance in this Remarker, or any, who are in ni 


way, to deny, that the Son has a Capacity, as he is tit 


+... * 807 
e voluntary Oeconomy of Grace, that according to 
e Method actually eſtabliſhed, belongs only to the 
ther, And it muſt be exceeding great Weakneſs in 
m to imagine, as he does, truſting to the Authority. + 
Liberty aſſerted, page 91. that the Son's acting the 
ict, that the Father does in the Oeconomy of Salva- 


£1 n, would change the Perſon of the Father to the 
. eon of the Son. Here this weak Man betrays. his 
oy morance of that which conſtitutes, or denominates 


e Perſon of the Father, which is, not his acting 
Kit Part, which he does in the Oeconomy of Salva- 
on, and Method of Grace; for he is the Father an- 
Wc:dently to this: but, as I have again and again ob. 
rved in my Sermons, if this Author had eyes to re- 
ark it, that, which conſtitutes and denominates the 
Perſon of the Trinity, the Father, is the peculiar 
ay, by which the divine Nature ſubſiſts in him. 


Ar ow whatever Part the Father ſhould, or might have 
ling i ed in the Oeconomy of Salvation, whether that 
my (11 which the Son acts, according to the actually e- 
ary l abliſned Method of Grace, or that which the Holy 
nd oft acts; yet ſince the divine Nature ſubſiſts, and 


ould have ſubſiſted in him in that particular way, 
hat it does now notwithſtanding, he would ſtill have 
ntinued to be Father, even altho' we ſhould ſuppoſe, 
t in order to accompliſh the Ends of Redemption, 
had been judged ſuitableand fit by the eternal Three, 
tat by a voluntary Condeſcenſion he ſhould ſubmit to 
@ that Part, the Son, or Holy Ghoſt act, according 
o the eſtabliſhed Method: for it is not the Part, that 
e Son acts in the Oeconomy of Salvation, that deno- 
inates him Son, nor the Part, that the Father acts 


5 K in that Oeconomy that denominates him Father; but, 
„ | have often ſhewed, both theſe Perſons receive 
ſont heir Denomination, the one as Father, the other as 
' n, from the particular and peculiar Manner the 
in hi divine Nature, Eſſence, or Subſtance, ſubſiſts in 


—_— 


Page 


| "Try 
Page 92, he tells us, that he, andthdſe of his vu Texts, 
would not deny any Honour to Chriſt, their Lon Weak 


which the ſacred Scriptures, the great Rule of Pal e frſt 
and Practice, direct and require to be paid to hin let u 
But how is this tonſiſtent with what he a ds, that th : \mediatc 
do not acknowledge him for the fatne Being with H ple to. 
Father, nor that he is equal with him in all diving d to ho 
Ferfections and Glory? Is not this plainly Arianiſi ut God: 
which this ſame Author diſelaim'd, Page 6th of tilde hit 
Remarks? Does he not hold this Recufiar Doctrite M Fathe 
his here, that the Son is not «paBoacr, of the ſame N; ain it d 
ture, Eſſence and Subſtance with the Father? Does HM Ved, 2! 
not hold him fot a Creature, when he ſays, that he be w 
enly the moſt excellent Being, next to the one Gui Nich the 
and Father of all? Is this to make any higher account efſed, | 
of him, than the chiefeſt and higheſt of the Creature" be 
Are not all thefe peculiar Doctrines of Arius? Ar” hin 
they not all contrary to what is taught us concerning” off C 
Chrift in the Scriptures, ks I ſhew*d fully in my der rſbipp 
mons? To own'him as Lord in this Senſe, only a1 e Fathe 
ereated Lord, is it not to ſay, Hail Mater; and u "ll 
the ſame time to betray him? Do not the Scripturd exts, 7 
ſay, that Jeſus Chriſt thought it no Robbery to End Je 
equal with him, as I have fully ſhewed above? How ather; 
then has this Man the impudence to ſay, that he would lth the 
not deny any Honour to Chriſt, which the Scripts pu | 
zd, un, 


require to be paid to him? Is it not the whole Scope 
of his Book, to deprive him of all thoſe divine Ho- 
nours, the Scriptures aſcribe to him thro' the whole 


e worl 
rd or 


Revelation? This 1s plainly to betray him with a Ki Cum 
and to crucify him afreſh, under the Maſk of a hr. hin 
tended Friendſhip to the Father, and a Zeal for his the J 
Honour. The Father does not reckon himſelf diſho- od, 
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noured, when that peerleſs ſupreme Majeſty, Autho- 
rity and Glory, which belongs only to the one God, 
and Father of all Creatures, is aſcribed to Jeſus Chriſt, 
the only begotten Son of Gt. 
Page 93d, he tells us, that it is one Perſon, that i 
always ſpoken of in the Old Teſtament, as the great 


Object of Worſhip ; and to prove this, he cites * 
. n 


(87) : 8 
is wlll Texts, which I fhall confider a little; and ſhew * 
r Lon Weakneſs of his Argument Urawn from them; 
f Fu e firſt is, Tou fralt have no other Gods befides me. 
to hin {ſos let us ſuppoſe, that the Father is the Perſon, that 
at th mediately ſpeaks theſe Words, commanding his 
vith tople to hold no pretended God for the true God; 
dirndl to hold no God whatſoever for the true God, but 
ian God; which he is; and to worſhip no other Gods 
of clades him; who is the true God; how does that make _— 
trite e Father the only Perſon. to be worſhipped ? It is 
me NI. ain it does not; for that Command is ſufficiently O0— 
Does yed, and the Deſign of it fully anſwered, if no other 
at he be worſhipped, which is diſtinct from that God, 
ie Co ich the Father is; and the Command is not tranſ- 
acchu eſſed, tho' the Son; a diſtinct Perſon from the Fa- 
ature er, be worſhipped, ſeeing; he is not a diſtinct God 
2 Am him :, for the Deſign of the Precept is plainly to 
-erning It off different Gods from the Father; from being 
1y Sts orſnipped; but not to cut off different Perſons from 
ly as i: Father, who ate the ſame-God with him; from be- 
and e worſhipped. This may be applied to the other 
ipture exts, Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy God: True, but the 0 
to be ford Jeſus Chriſt is the Lord our God; as well as the — 
or ther; and therefore he ought to be worſhipped, | 
would ich the fame Degree of Reveretice and Fear, as the 
ipturts ather is. . Again, Thou ſhalt . worſhip the Lord thy 
Scope , and bim only ſbult thou ſerve. Anſwer, When 
e Hoe worſhip the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, we worſhip the 
whole Lord our God; nor do we tranſgreſs that Patt of the "i 
a Ki, ommand, Him only ſbalt thou ſerve; when we wor- — 
a pre. him, as the ſame God with the Father. Indeed, | 
or h the Lord Jeſus Chriſt was a diſtinct God from that | | 
dimo- od, which the Father is; in that Caſe that Part of | | 
\utho- Ne Precept would. be tranſgreſſed; for the Him only, 4 
God; oes not reſpect the Perſon of the Father, ſo as to ex- 
"hrift, lade the Son and Holy Ghoſt.; but it includes all theſe 
erſons of whom it may be ſaid; that they are our God: 
hat is And therefore, ſince this may be ſaid truly of the 
great Pon, and Holy. Ghoſt, as well as of the Father, they 
ſeye · Nere included in the Term, Him only: And theſe Per- 
r M ſons 
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(82) | 
ſons only are excluded, of whom it cannot be fail 
that they are our God, (viz.) all, who are not poſlefly 
of the one divine Nature, Effence, and Subſtance, ch 
only Foundation of religious Worſhip. 
As to thoſe Texts he cites from the New Teſtamem 
Page 94th, they prove indeed, that the Father is t 
Object of ſupreme religious Worſhipy which we new 
denied; but we contend, that the Son and Holy Ghf 
are no leſs ſo, than the Father: and it is not inconſif 
ent with the Son's being the Object of ſupreme reli 
ous Worſhip, that the Father is ſo; and: therefore all 
the Texts, he cites here, are to no purpoſe. Only 
would obſerve of that from 1 Cor. 8. 6. To us there i 
one God, the Father; which he cites, as a Proof, that 
the Perſon of the Father is the one God, excluſive d 
the other Perſons of the Trinity; where, by a Tric 
he conceals what follows in the ſame Verſe, which, i 
he had fairly cited, the Weakneſs of his Argument 
would have appeared to every eye; for there it fo 
lows, To us there is one Lord Feſus Chriſt : which lf 
Clauſe excludes the Perſon of the Father, from being 
our Lord by the fame Parity of Reaſon, that the fi 
Clauſe excludes the Perſon of the Son, from being tle 
one God. e e ee ofa. | i. 
In fine, ſays he, Page 93, we are no where direded 
to addreſs our ſelves to God, as being three Perſons! 
one Eſſence, or to concerve of the divine Nature, 
ſubſiſting in three Perſons, when we worſhip. The 
Falſhood of which plainly appears frem all thoſe Pal 
ſages of Scripture, where the divine Perfections art 
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particularly aſcribed to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, edges, 
well as to the Father; which by the ſtricteſt Demon Father; 
ſtration proves theſe Three to be equally poſſeſod o moſt H 


ther, tl 
Ghoſt c 
Ghoſt t 
the Ho 
human 
er her 


the ſame divine Nature, Eſſence and Subſtance; un 

leſs the Remarker can find out ſome other Sulſtratut 

fit for theſe divine Perfections, as they ſubſiſt in tht 

Son; which is different from the Eſſence and Sub 

ſtance of the Father, which is the Subſtratum of thelk 
Perfections, as they ſubſiſt in him: and as' ſoon as It 

is able to do this, be will be capable of proving to 

0 1 E 15 Demon 


TS , 20 
monſtration, that there are three diſtin& Gods in a 


W 


e ſaid 
of i& and proper Senſe. See the Neceſſity of worſhip- 


ing the Son, as the ſame. one Being and Subſtance 
ith the-Father, Page 21, 22, of my Vindication of the 
whwer to the fixth Queſtion in the Aſſembly's Cate- 


- göth, he comes to conſider my Proofs for the 


ce, the 


Lament, 
F IS I's 
e Never 


y Cha preme Deity of the Holy Ghoſt. Not to fay any 
confitMſing in Anſwer to what, he aſſerts, that I take no care 
e reliſh lead my Readers into the various Senſes, that the 
fore I ord Spirit is taken in Scriprure, or to explain that 
Only latter upon any rational foot of Interpretation; ſce- 

there g he does not give any Argument to prove, what he 
F, s, as I have commonly done in like Cafes, where 
uſive Nothing is advanced by him to make good his Aſſer- 9 
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on: I ſhall alſo paſs to the ſecond Paragraph, where 
tells us, that I know, that God the Father is a Spi- 
it; I do ſo: but I cannot aſſent to what he adds, that 
5 Power, (vix.) the Father's Power, is the Holy 
phoſt. This is abſolutely falſe z for the Perſon of the 
oly Ghoſt is as diſtin& from the Power of God the ' 
ather, as God the Father is diſtin& from the Power I 
f God the Holy. Ghoſt. And I'm ſorry to ſay it, 
hat this Man feems to be very little acquainted with 
his neceſſary Article of the Chriſtian Faith, who con- 
ounds the Perſons of the Trinity, and the Properties 


ure, f the Deity; together at ſuch a rate. Tis true, it is 

„ Thad, Luke 1. 35. That the Power of the Higheſt over- ” 

oe Pa ed wed the Virgin, when the Holy Ghoſt came up- y 
ons an her. But this is far from being a Proof, as he al- 
oſt, edges, that the Holy Ghoſt is the Power of God the 
JemonWather ; for it was the Power of the Holy Ghoſt, the 


eſod ofÞnolt High God, the ſame moſt High God with the Fa- 


e; uber, that overſhadowed the Virgin, when the Holy } 
fratunoloſt came upon her: nor does this make the Holy i 
in the Choſt the Father of the Logos; it only teaches us, that q 
d SubWihe Holy Ghoſt ſupplied the Place, by his forming the i 
f chef human Body of Chriſt in the Womb of the Virgin out 
1 as Hef her Subſtance in an extraordinary and miraculous 

g bo! M 2 Way, 


Jemon 


(84) 
way, of one, who is a Father i in a common and est Pre 
nary Generation. (Fs 28. 
Again he fays, the Manifeſtation of God? s Povel But he 
or Energy, in the Communication of miraculous Gin n tell: 
is frequently called his Spiriz : If by his Spirit MWords; 
means, they are frequently called the Spirit of Coy Gl 
or the Holy Ghoſt figuratively, putting the Cauſe u ment, 
the Effect, it is ſo, we grant it: and ſo theſe mira voly G. 
lous Gifts dome to be the Gifts of the Holy Ghoſt, r one £ 
Perſon diſtin& from the Father; and in this Senſe nee may 
is, that the Holy Ghoſt was not yet come, John 7, i Serv 
becauſe his Gifts were · not as yet poured out. i ection, 
therefore theſe Works, that can be the Effects only f the 8 
ſupreme Deity, being thus attributed to the Ho he Fath 
SGhoſt, are a Proof of his ſupreme Deity 3 and vine F 
greater things can be aſcribed to God, and his Powe Miltnferior 
than what are aſcribed to the Holy Ghoſt, who is; Wits an 
diſtinct Perſon from the Father, and deſcribed by th ſary | 
Name in Scripture, as a diſtinct Perſon from him, ep cle 
things affirmed of him as a Perſon, that cannot in truti Ning the 
wy affirmed of the Father. ; js not th 
I had' proved from Numb. 12. 6. compartd vit oſpired 
2 Pet. 1. 21. that the Holy Ghoſt is the true and . as th 
preme God, becauſe Jehovah in the firſt of the tbe Fatl 
Texts is ſaid, to make known himſelf to the Prophet Hrality, 
in a Viſion; and in the other the Prophets are faid uus the! 
be ſpoke to, and moved by the Holy Ghoſt. Bu ed; it 
ſays the Remarker, if this proves any thing, it prove dedient 
too much; for it proves the Holy Ghoſt to be ts bether, 
Perſon of the Father. But, pray, how is this made chat ſpa 
good? Is it any where ſaid, that the Jehovah, vb furdity 
ſays, he will make himſelf known unto the Prophets which, 
ina Viſion, is Fehovah the Father, exclufive of Jeho never b 
vah the Holy Ghoſt ? By-no means. We are exprell proper 
told the contrary by the Apoſtle Peter, that it was Je-WWpon it 
hovah, the Holy Ghoſt, that ſpoke them. Andtho' w. 
ſince he has that incommunicable Name aſcribed t0 Ghoſt, 
him, and is declared to be Jehovah, it is a full Proof divine 


of his ſupreme Deity. The fame is the Caſe of my proclai 
5 eee 


therefore when he ſpake them, Jehovah may in tj 
moſt proper Senſe be faid to ſpeak them perſonal 
himſelf, and not by Proxy, or by a Servant. Nox i 
there any Inſtance in the Word of God, where ay 
Servant of God, Angel, or Saint, ſpeaks in the Per. 
ſon of God. And as to that Inſtance in Rev. 9, 1, 2. it 
is a Blunder in the Remarter to imagine, that that Tex 
aca of a created Perſon ; for the Angel, that ſtood, 
laying, Iwill give Power to my two Witneſſes, &c. vu fer a g 
the Angel of the Covenant, Jehovah the Son; and 
it was infinitely fit, that he ſhould ſpeak in the Perf 
of God, ſeeing, he was God indeed, the moſt high 
Cod in the ſtricteſt Senſe 

This Anſwer will alſo ſerve to refute, what the Re. 
marker ſays upon As 5. 3, 4. where Peter ſays to 4 
aantas, I hy hath Satan filled thine Heart, ta lye to ib 
Haly Gboſt ; thou baſt not blyed unto Men, but unto Gul, 
W here he ought to have taken notice, what I ſaid up. 
an this Text; and been at ſome pains to refute it; 
and therefore I refer the Reader to the full Anſwer of 
what is here ſaid by the Remarker, to Page 371, 375 
and 373, of my Sermons; where he will ſee, that al 
the Conſequences, I there draw, ſtand in full force + 
gainft any thing, that has been offered by the Remarker 
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to invalidate them. 5 95 | Wd his 
I had proved from Page 376 to 379 of my Sermons, nder t. 
that the Title Lord is aſcribed to the Holy Ghoſt i ere mc 
ſuch a Senſe, as proves him to be the ſupreme G0 1). ff 
the ſame fupreme God with the Father and Son. iter he 
What I advance there, the Remarker is pleaſed to ſay. 2. a 
Page 100, is an Interpretation, that he believes wad, $ 
never advanced before. Does this trifling Man think, ſbereur 
that any Man of Taſte will take this for an Anſwer to Words 
what I have faid on this Text, if it ſhould prove true, not bee 
that my. Interpretation is new; which by the by I canthe Wo 
prove, I am not altogether ſingular in, as to the Sub-Minabas a 
1 of it; yet what ſays that to the purpoſe? TheMimploy, 
Queſtion is, Whether it be juſt, or not? He ſhould Origina 
have ſhewed, that my Interpretation is not agreeable f both as 
M the Context, or contrary to the Analogy of Faith Walfo, as 


* 


( 87 ) 

ſome one way or other falſe, as well as new: Ahd 
much the rather, that he, and thoſe of his way, ſet 
» ſo much upon new Doctrines, and boaſt ſo much 
new Diſcoveries in Divinity. It ill becomes him 
erefore to reject any Interpretation, merely on ac- 
bunt of its being novel; for -if he ſhould have the 
me Meaſure met to him again, the Doctrines and 
terpretations of Texts of Scriptures might come to 
fer a-great deal on that ſcore, which are maintained 
d propagated by him and others of his way. 

As to 2 Cor, 3. 18. he tells us, the Apoſtle is ma- 


t hiking a Compariſon betwixt the darker Diſpenſation of 

he Jews, and the clearer Diſcoveries of the Goſpel. 
he N ery true, he is doing ſo; and he tells us, v. 6. that 
; to od had made him and other Preachers of the Goſpel 
10 fe üniſters, not of the Letter, but of the Spirit, & c. that 
. they were in a more eminent manner Miniſters of 
ud up- 


he Spirit, than Moſes was; tho? he alſo was in ſome 
keree a Miniſter of the Spirit, for he was inſpired by 
im: but the Miniſters of the Goſpel were Miniſters 
f the Spirit in a more eminent manner, in regard that 
hey were Miniſters. of his under a Diſpenſation of 
race, wherein the Operations of the Spirit were more 
minently conſpicuous upon the Hearts of Sinners, 
nd his Influences more abundant, than what they were 
nder the legal Diſpenſation, the Miniſters whereof 

ere more peculiarly Miniſters of the Letter. And, 
. 17. fays the Apoſtle, Now that Spirit (whoſe Mi- 
iter he was, and who calPd him to that Office, A#s 


to f. 2. as they miniſtred to the Lord, the Holy Ghoſt 
7es Wa, Separate me Barnabas and Saul for the Work 
think, berrunto I have called them) is the LORD, as the 
[wet tog Words may be rendered. And to be ſure, if he had 
e true, not been the Lord, the Lord in the higheſt Senſe of 
y Lauge Word, he could never, as ſuch, have called Bar- 


alas and Sax] to, and fitted them for the Work, he 
imployed them about. Tis true, the Words in the 
Original, 5 # Kögioe rd Thee tori, may be rendered. 
both as we have them tranſlated in our Verſion, and 
alſo, as have tranſlated them, agreeably to the _ 
n matica 


( 88) 
matical Conſtruction of them. But I humbly of 
my Tranſlation as the juſteſt, and moft agreeable 9 
the Context, becauſe of the following Clauſe of the 
Verſe ; for where the Spirit of the Lord is, there jg 
Liberty; which laſt Clauſe; plainly in my Judgment, 
fixes the Senſe of the firſt Clauſe to that; in which] 
take it; becauſe the latter Clauſe gives the Reaſon, 
why the third Perſon of the Trinity, the Spirit, isthe 
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Lord, or Jehovah in the higheſt Senſe, (viz.) becauſe Miſe Froct 
where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is Liberty; ent, 7 
herein his Lordſhip; or abſolute ſupreme Domino bt as 
is demonſtrated, that by his Almighty Power he ſen abs E 
Sinners at Liberty; and in proportion as his Influen- ther pa 


t, in p 


ces are let forth, ſo Liberty is proportionably enjoy d : 
AY „in a 


and therefore; as his Influences were in a leſſer meaſure 


let forth under the Old Teſtament Diſpenſation, than Ms whe 
what they were under the New, on that account the he, 
New, or Goſpel, Diſpenſation, is in a ſpecial manner atched, 
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called the Miniſtry of the Spirit; and alſo the Liberty 
enjoy'd under it is far ſuperior to that of the Old: 
And farther, in the 18th Verſe, the Apoſtle amplifies 
upon the Liberty, which the Holy Ghoſt cauſes un- 
der the Goſpel-Diſpenſation; wherein he tells us, V 
all with open face beholding, as in a Glaſs, the Glory i 
the Lord, are changed to the ſame Image from Glory f 
Glory, by this Lord the Holy Spirit, amo xveis rel 


From all which we ſee, that the Holy Ghoſt is ſpoken other 
of thro? the whole of the Chapter, whether we have for ther 
regard to the Argument and Deſign of the inſpired feading 
Writer; or the natural Conſtruction of the Word- .) 
And moreover theſe Effects, here aſcribed to the Spi- which 
rit, are ſuch, as he is deſcribed to be the Cauſe of in he Lage 
other Paſſages of Scripture; and therefore they att o be th 
juſtly interpreted of the third Perſon of the bieſſed umſelf 
Trinity here. | 2 ny othe 


1 had faid for proof of the Eternity of the Holy pirit? 


* 


Ghoſt, that our Saviour expreſſes his Proceſſion, which = | 
is his perſonal Property, by which he is diſtinguiſhed and chi 
from the Father and Son in the ſame manner, as Je- An,, 


hovah expreſſes his own eternal . Exiſtence, (viz.) he 
PRES, proceedeth, 
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(89 ) 4 
eden, not that he did proceed, or ſhall proceed; 
t he expreſſeth it in the preſent time in the ſame- 
. as the Eternity of Jehovah is fitly deſcribed by 
mſelf, I am, that 1 am, as having nothing paſt, or 
we with him; fo is the Eternity of the Holy Ghoſt 
ly deſcribed, by his Proceſſion's being always preſent. 
gainſt this the Remarker does not offer one word in 
ger to prove, that the Manner of the Deſcription of 
> Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, as being always 
eſent, and having neither paſt nor future with him, 
not as ſtrong an Argument for his Eternity, as Je- 
wah's Exiftence, being deſcribed, as having with him 
ther paſt nor future, is a Proof of his eternal Exiſtence : 
t, in place of ſhewing any Diſparity of the two Ca- 
„in a way worthy of himſelf, and as he uſually 
des, when his Argument fails him, he falls a railing 3 
ys he, this is a Piece of Criticiſm, as is not eaſily 
atched, No intelligent Perſon needs any other 
ſiſtance towards anſwering this, than barely to read 
e Paſſage,—— According to this wonderous Criti- 
iſm of his, theſe, and ſuch like, are his moſt com- 
on, and beſt Arguments; but I would not. return 
ailing for Railing, for I think I have force of Ar- 
ument on my fide, 5 48 Rats 

Page 102, I proved from Heb. 9. 14. that either the 
on, or Holy Ghoſt was the ſupreme God, from one, 
r other of them being called there the eternal Spirit, 
for there is no Argument againſt «yz being the true 
leading in that Text, tho? ſome Copies ſhould read it 
wiz.) But, ſays the Remarker, let it be underſtood 
which you will (whether of the Holy Ghoſt, or of 
be Lagos) it cannot prove either the one or the other 
o be that ſupreme God, to whom Chriſt offered up 
umſelf without ſpot. TI afk, for what Reaſon? Is there 
ny other ſupreme God beſides him, who is an eternal 
prit? Is there any eternal Spirit beſides the ſupreme 


vod? To uſe this Author's Words for once, it is vain + 


nd childiſh,” and an Argument of the greateſt Igno- 
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IF 
Father, I leave to be determined, 
rher's diſcerning Judgment. 
Moreover, Page 104, the Remarker would invali- 
te my Proof of the independent, original, and un- 
rived Omniſcience of God the Holy Ghoſt from 
(ir. 2. 10. laſt Clauſe of that Verſe, where he is 
id to ſearch all things, even the deep things of God; 
cauſe God, (viz.) God the Father, in the firſt Clauſe 
the Verſe, is ſaid to reveal the Myſteries of the 
opel to Mankind by his Spirit. But this does not 
all detract from the Holy Spirit's underived and o- 
ginal Omniſcience; for tho? according to the agreed 
economy, he hath voluntarily undertaken to act this 
art, of being ſent both by the Father and Son, to 
lighten Mankind in the Knowledge of Goſpel-My- 
ies, neceſſary to Salvation; yet his being ſent of 
e Father for this purpoſe, or the Father's revealing 
eſe things by him, does not in the leaſt infer, that 
hat Knowledge he reveals to Men, is communi- 
ated to him; and that he has it not originally in 
imſelf, as independently, as the Father himſelf hath ; 
br, if we ſhould take that to be the Senſe of theſe. 
ords in the firſt Clauſe of the Verſe, God hath re- 
raled them to by us bis Spirit, that is, the Father 
ath communicated the Knowledge of them to the 
oly Ghoſt, and he to the Prophets and Apoſtles: 
lay, if this was the Senſe, the firſt Part of the 
ſerſe would contradict the laſt; for, if his, the Spi- 
it's, Knowledge was communicated to him, he can- 
lot ſearch all things, even the moſt intricate things, 
e deep things of God, as the Text ſays : in that 
aſe he could ſearch no further, than was communi- 
ated to him, and there might, and doubtleſs would, 
otwithſtanding, of this ſuppoſed communicated 
knowledge, be abundance of deep things of God hid 
tom him; which is a flat Contradiction to the latter 
kart of this Verſe; and therefore, that Senſe is ab- 
rd, which the Remarker puts on the firſt. d 
My Proof from Gen. 1. 2. of the ſupreme Deity of 
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„„ Kr 
is aſcribed to him, he endeavours to "refute, by 
Citation from Biſhop Patrick, which has not 
word in contradiction to what I affirm 3; for with hj 
I take the meaning of theſe Words, tbe Spirit 
Cod moved on ihe Few of the Waters, to be the | 
finite Wiſdom and Power of God, viz. the Ho 
Spirit, which made a mighty Motion on the Face 
the Waters. I ſhall take no farther notice of, wh 
the. Remarker adds in this 105 Page, feeing he af 
vances no Argument in it; only I would obſery 
that he draws an unjuſt Inference: for tho? there w 
no expreſs Declaration of the Holy Ghoſt's being: 
Agent, either ſupreme, or ſubordinate, in the Cy 
ation of the World, in the New Teſtament, yetit 
falſly hence inferred, that therefore he was not an! 
gent in the firſt Creation; for the New Teſtament 
being chiefty taken up, in deelaring the Agency e 
God the Holy Ghoſt, and the Exertment of his al 
mighty Power in the ſecond Creation, by the Effet 
of his Grace on the Hearts and Souls of Men, the 
was no occaſion to declare expreſſly his Agency in th 
firſt Creation; ſeeing that is expreſſly enough taug 
in the Old Teſtament ; and may alſo ſufficiently þ 
gathered by juſt Inference from what is ſaid of hi 
in the New Teſtament, 1 Cor. 12. 6. It is the ſami 
God, that worketh all in all. When God the Hol 
Ghoſt . worketh in the ſecond Cretion, he doth no 
therein work excluſive either of the Father, 0 
Son ; when God the Father worketh in the firſt Cre 
ation, in bringing things out of nothing into Being 
he doth not therein work either excluſive of the So 
or Holy Ghoſt; but theſe Perſons work togethe 
with him, being the ſame God, as he is; tho? each 
them diftin& Perſons from him: for in all Opera 
tions ad extra, all theſe three Perſons being the fam 
God, work all in . 0 
Page 107, he tells us, that I. confidently. aſſef 
there are many Inſtances in Scripture, wherein f 
preme divine Worſhip is paid to the Holy Ghoſt, 
a diſtinct Perſon from the Father and Son; and ſa 
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te, y hall ſtay till I produce them. But, if he had 
not en a Remarker, worthy of the Name, he might 


' 


vith ire obſerved an Inſtance of ſupreme divine Wor- 
2irit ip paid to God, the Holy Ghoſt, produced Page 
the i of my Sermons 3 to which I refer the Reader; 
ne Ha chaps he may have the Eyes to remark it, tho? 
Face ie Remarker wants them. Let the Reader alſo turn 
f, wall another Inſtance of ſupreme religious Worſhip, 


; he Med to God, the Holy Ghoſt, as a diſtin& Perſon 


obſer em the Father, and Son, in the baptiſmal Charge, 
cre Nen to the Apoſtles, to baptize in the Name of the 
. o Ghoſt, as well as of the Father and Son. See 
the Cre 


om Page 115 to 120 of my Sermons, where this 
proved to be ſupreme religious Worſhip, paid to 
| the three Perſons of the Trinity, See alſo many 
ts of religious Worſhip, paid to the Holy Ghoſt, 


yet it 
t an! 
ſtament 


;ency ho is a diſtinct Perſon from the Father, and Son, 
his om Page 418 to Page 431 of my Sermons. And 
Effet this Man has the Impudence to inſinuate, that I 
n, therWve produced none. e TE 508 

y 1n tn | had faid, that we are not to imagine, that by 
| tage term Father in the DixzcTory for Prayer, the 
a irſt Perſon of the Trinity only is underſtood, exclu- 
of hi 


Ive of the Son and Holy Ghoſt 3 he has three Argu- 
ments againſt this: 1. He is ſurprized to read what I 
re advance. 2dly, It is moſt extraordinary, I 
hall not at all conſider the Weight of theſe two. But 
qdly, he inſinuates an abſurd Conſequence, that he 
lays, ſeems to follow from what I aſſert; as if the 
term Father did not denote that Perſon, who is ſo 
called. I anſwer, it does not denote the firſt Perſon 
the Trinity, who is called Father on account of 
his begetting the Son, excluſive of the other Perſons, 
who are each of them our Father, both in a natural 
and ſpiritual Senſe equally, as the firſt Perfon 1s. 
Again he infers, becauſe I ſay, the firſt Perſon of the 
Trinity is -not denominated Father, becauſe of the 
Relation he bears to the Holy Ghoſt, or becauſe of 
the Relation, he ſtands in to the Creatures, but only 
becauſe of the Relation, he bears to the Son; 3 
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with diſowning the firſt Perſon of the Trinity for or ; 


3 be! Fs 
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Father; yet tbey are allow'd, and commanded, b; Wi 
the Directory for Prayer, not only to addreſs Gat i 


tive Province, according to the Part they act in thi 
Method of Grace, to beſtow ; but alſo they are by tit 
Directory allowed, and commanded. to addreſs th: | 
ficſt. Perſon of the Trinity under the Character o 
FA Father, s the Giver of enefits, Which, according 3 
to the Part he acts in that ſame Oeconomy, is hö 


marker has objected againſt, what I have delivered in 4 
my Sermons, Nor ſhould I have taken any notice 
of ſo poor a Writer, if he had not pretended to take 


mit to the Judgment of Mankind, how far my An- 


to the divine Bleſſing; begging that Almighty JeluÞ 
may make what I have wrote effectual, if not to the 
reclaiming of any Arian, yet to the confit ming oi 
thoſe in the way of 219 who are not- Infected with | 


Father of his eternal Sou: vs 5 nas 
| | nay, be, and is. be the e x F athef, in the fam 


fe, as the Son and Holy Ghaſt is 


Father 


; it muſt be very groſs Ignorance' then i 5 
Ads Remarker, or ſomething worſe, to charge m 


Father, as we are Creatures, equally with the Son al Wl 
Holy Choſt, each of whom is out . in that 
ene Alf, And rho' none of 99285 5 
call che firſt Perſon of the ielt 1 

ther, ee 5 1 


eternal Generation; or their! Fa 
which it belongs only. to God the Son, to call hin 


the Son, RE God the Holy Ghoſt for thoſe Bleſſing ; 
and Benefits of the Covenant, which is their reſpec 2 


Province, and peculiar Part to give. 4 
Thus I have anſwered all, That this puny Ke. (i 


| — 


what he ſays from the Authors of the Arian Party, Þ 
that are of oreateil Eſteem among them. And I ſub-! 


ſwers take off all their Objections; leaving the whole! 


that pernicious Error, rr * FI. 
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Son, and. 'God the Holy Ghoſt: for thoſe Bleſlng 
Benefits of the Covenant; whith is their' reſpec 
eine Province, acvorqing to the Part chey 08 in the 
d of Grace, t6-beitow ; bur alſo the N xe by tht 


* 
* . 


* $ 


= — vx 


Thus I have anſwered” all, that 4k -puny - P 
£7 ker has objected againſt, what: I have delivered in 
e :Sermons: Nor ſhould I have taken any notice 
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